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PREFACE 

TO VOLUME II, FIRST SERIES 

In continuation of Volume I the present volume completes the minutes of 
the secret proceedings of the Allied Supreme Council in its various forms 
to the end of the main session of the Peace Conference at Paris on January 21, 
1920. This volume accordingly concludes the publication of the most 
important of the relevant records of the Peace Conference as an introduction 
to the Foreign Office telegrams and dispatches of the period. 

Chapter I contains the final series of records of the meetings of the Council 
of Heads of Delegations from October 16, 1919, to January 10, 1920, the day 
on which the Treaty of Versailles entered into force by virtue of the signature 
in Paris of the proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. The signatory 
Allied Powers thereby formally resumed peaceful relations with Ger- 
many. Immediately before the signature of the proces-verbal the president 
of the German Peace Delegation had signed the protocol relating to 
clauses of the armistice conventions with Germany which remained un- 
fulfilled. The protocol was the result of concentrated and somewhat intricate 
negotiation between the Allied and the German Governments ; these negotia- 
tions, which are fully illustrated in Chapter I, were, in particular, complicated 
by the question of reparation for the sinking of the German fleet at Scapa 
Flow? In addition there were the detailed preparations to be made for the 
entry into force of the Treaty of Versailles, the consequent functioning of 
tlvi numerous commissions constituted by it, and the holding of the first 
meeting of the Council of the League of Nations. This period also saw the 
signature of the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria and the arrival in Paris of 
the Hungarian Peace Delegation, Among other important questions con- 
sidered by the Council of Heads of Delegations were those of the status and 
attribution of Eastern Galicia, and of economic assistance to the newly 
created Republic of Austria; also, the withdraw'al of German forces 
from the Baltic Provinces was completed, and Rumanian forces retired 
from Budapest, whither Sir George Clerk had been sent on a special 
mission by the Supreme Council. The negotiations relative to the delicate 
issue of the use of certain German tankers may, however, be taken as aji 
example of the way in which the Council of Heads of Delegations tended to 
become increasingly concerned with questions of limited political significance 
Lnougli considerable practical importance. This phase of the winding up, 
so far as possible, of the business of the main session of the Peace Confei'cnce 
marks in some measure the transition from the Peace Conference to the 
Conference of Ambassadors which subsequently sat at Paris to supervise the 
detailed execution of the Treaties of Peace. 

Chapter 11 illustrates a similar transition, at a higher level, from the 
deliberations of leading Allied statesmen in the Supreme Council at the 
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Peace Conference to their later meetings at the smaller conferences which 
became a feature of Allied diplomacy in 1920-2. Thus the second chapter 
of the present volume contains the secret records of the meetings of AHied 
Prime Ministers and Ministers ofForeign Affairs in London, December 1 1-13, 
1919, and Paris, January 9-21, 1920. These documents include interesting 
minutes, hitherto unpublished, of particularly important meetings at N\-liicr!. 
the leading Allied representatives took up some outstanding political issiu's 
which the Council of Heads of Delegations had not usually discussed. Am* mg 
such issues were the question of Fiume and the Adriatic, the trial of cnenn,- 
nationals accused of war crimes and the extradition of the former German 
Emperor, and certain aspects of Allied policy towards Russia, including 
the re-establishment of economic relations in some form. At the Anglo- 
French meetings in London some preliminary consideration was also gi\-en 
to the preparation of the peace with Turkey and to arrangements in con- 
nexion with German payments on account of reparation. I’lie docuinenls 
further illustrate some of the- difficulties arising from the non-ralificatioii 
of the Treaty of Versailles by the United States, and an American repre- 
sentative was not present at all of the meetings. 

It may be noticed that the documents in Chapter II overlap in time, as 
they do to some extent in subject-matter, with those in Chapter I. This 
indicates an editorial difficulty due to the manner in which the Supreme 
Council during this period assumed various forms in accordance with 
immediate needs. Contemporary differentiation between the several forms 
of Council was not always perfectly consistent; thus h.d. 12.J, and 
(documents Nos. 53 and 54) in Chapter I might in some respects be "more 
properly included in the i.e.p. (International Council of Premiers) s(‘rics 
in Chapter II, while on the other hand several of the latter series of documeius 
are described as notes of meetings of Heads of Delegations. On the whole, 
however, it seemed best to follow the original notation and to group ail, 
H.D. records in the first chapter and all others for this period in the second. 
By the last decision recorded in the h.d, series (docinnenl No. g tai 
January ro, 1920, it was agreed that during the stay in Paris of tlu' Britisij, 
and Italian Prime Ministers the Peace Conference should rex'cri to its earlier 
organization, the Council of Heads of Delegations b<ang suj)ersc‘(.led hv a 
Council of Heads of Governments and, at a rather lo^ver lex e!, a. Coinieil 
of Ministers ofForeign Affairs which carried on the work of tlu; Hc*a,ds of 
Delegations. The records of the Council of Heads of Gavennuent:; were 
given I.e.p. notation in direct continuation of those of tlie .\llied rn.eeiing 
in London of the previous month. The minutes of the sht)n-li\ed n‘\i\al 
of the Council of Foreign Ministers cany the notation i 3 and aie 
here included with series I.e.p. 

The general editorial method adopted for this volume is ilie same as tiiat 
explained in the Preffice to Volume I. In particular, the present, ptshlicadM!- 
continues the previous practice of occasionally printing in footnotes snpjda'- 
rnentaiy documents to facilitate an understanding of the main records. This 
has been done more especially in the ca.se of the negotiations leading up 
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to the Protocol of January lo, 1920, since the course of these negotiations 
is not invariably, though it is usually, evident from the minutes of the Council 
of Heads of Delegations. 

The Foreign Office file numbers for the documents here printed are as 
follows : 

Series h.d. 71-125 (documents Nos. 1-54): Gonfidential/Geiieral/141 

Series i.g.p. 1-23 (documents Nos. 55-64, 66-8, 70-9) : Secret/Geiieral/ 
202 

Series c.m. 1-3 (documents Nos. 65, 69, 80): 1919 references 172891/ 
7067/395 174041/7067/395 177243/7067/39 I’ospectively. 

In the compilation of this volume, as in the case of Volume I, the editor 
has been allowed unrestricted access to all Foreign Office archives and full 
freedom and independence in the choice of documents. In taking responsi- 
bility for this choice, he wishes to make the same acknowledgement of 
valuable assistance as for Volume I, notably to the staff of the Foreign 
Office Library, the Hon. Margaret Lambert, Ph.D., and Miss A. Norman, 
M.B.E. Grateful acknowledgement is also due to Miss E. McIntosh, 
for secretarial help in the later stages of preparation. 

ROHAN BUTLER 


March jg48 
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CHAPTER SUMMARIES 


N.B. Items in bx-ackets ai'e not pi'inted but may be summarized in footnotes. 
CHAPTER I 


Goiicliiding Proceedings of the Supreme Council of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers (Heads of Delegations) 
October i6, igig-JaiiRary lo, 1920 


NO. AND NAME 

1 Meetxnu of Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 71 


Interalued Military 
Mission 
» Budapest 

2 Meeting oi- Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 72 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 

Oct. 16 Paris Peace Conference 

1. Consideration of a telegram from the i 
Interallied Military Mission at Buda- 
pest : Roumanian action in Hungary. 

2. Agreement relative to Sir G. Clerk’s 5 
mission to Budapest. 

3. Consideration of a protest from the 7 
Greek Delegation against the failure 

of the Interallied Mission of Inquiry 
at Smyrna to communicate informa- 
tion to the Greek representative. 

4. Repatriation of Austrian and Hun- 8 
garian prisoners in Great Britain and 
Japan. 

5. Relations between the Supreme Coun- 8 
cil and the Yugoslav Government. 

[6. Russian prisoners of war in Germany.] 9 

Oct. 14 App. A. Telegram reporting on Rou- 9 
manian action in Plungary. 


Oct. 18 I. Composition of the interallied forces 12 
of occupation provided for by the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

2. Question of a draft note to the Yugo- 15 
Slav Government. 

3. Sir G. Clerk’s mission to Budapest. 1 5 

[4. Italian proposal to insert certain 15 

articles in the Treaty of Peace with 
Hungary.] 

5. Questions respecting the putting into 16 
force of the Treaty with Clermany: 
convocation of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

6. Approval of draft protocols for the 1 7 
deposit of ratifications. 

7. Operation of the Plebiscite and De- 18 
limitation Commissions in the absence 

of American Repi’esexitatives. 

8. Measures to be taken immediately 20 
upon the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Versailles: the question of 
unfulfilled armi.stice provisions. 

g. Appointments to the Commission for 21 
the Execution of the Peace Treaty. 

he 



NO. AND NAME 

2 Continued 


Special Commission 
ON THE Composi- 
tion OF Inter- 
allied Forces of 
Occupation 


Drafting Committee 
Drafting Committee 


French Delegahon 


Drafting Committee 


3 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 73 



DATE 

main subject 

page 

Oct. 18 

[10. Allowances to members of Plebiscite 
Commissions.] 

21 


II. Evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. 



App. A. Report upon the composition of 
the interallied fbrce.s of occupation. 

22 

Oct. 18 

App. G, Telegram to the Interallied 
Military Mission at Budapest relative 
to Sir G. Clerk’s mission. 

24 

Oct. 17 

App. E. Report relative lo die |mlling 

e.j. 


into force of the Treaty oi’ X'ersailh'.-^. 



App. F. Draft oi' tlu* dejm.si! 
of ratifications of the Treaty of \'i;r- 
sailles. 

26 


App. li. Note concerning a question rair.ed 
by Baron von Lensner with regard to 
American non-participation in De- 
limitation and Plebiscite Commissions. 


Oct. 16 

App. I. Note concerning the above ques- 
tion raised by Baron von Lersner. 

27 

Oct. 20 

I. Timing of the withdraival of Rou- 
manian forces from Hungary, 

28 


2. Conditional approval of a communica- 
tion to the Yugoslav Government rela- 

29 


tive to the signature of peace witii 
Austi'ia. # 

# 


3. Approval of the action of the Allied 
Naval Armi.stice Commission in tem- 

29 


porarily forbidding nioverntaits of 
German shipping in the Baltic, 

- 


4, Adoption of a report from tlie Supreme 



War Council relative to aid to lie 
given to the Polish Army. 

5. Conditional approval of a lirait 32 
inaugural proclamation hy tlie lutrr- 
aUieci Rhineland High Cornmis.'.ion. * 

6. Question of the .summoning of the lirst ;p,' 
meeting of the Council ol' ilu^ League* 

of Nations. 

7. Gc^t of tran.sporl to and nKuntenanci? 

in the United Stales of Germ, '.ms con- 
victed of serious oflences th.e 

American forces in Germany. 

8. Consideration of a rei'iort in 'in jIk- gj 
Drafting Committee relative tct en- 
forcement of unfuiniled mTiiisticf 
clauses after the entry into forett of tlif' 
Treaty, and to aiTirmative mc-ans fff 
action available to the Alii^rd and. 
Associated Powers. 

[9. Monthly allowances to Generals oa 35 
■Interallied ■ Commissions of 
in Germany who were not Cintirmen 
of Commissions or Sub-Commissions,] 
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NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


PAGE 


3 Continued 


IVIiuTARY Representa- 
tives OF THE Supreme 
War Council 
Versailles 


Drafting Committee 


Drafting Committee 


4 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m, 
“ ii.i). 74 


MAIN SUBJECT 

Oct. 20 [10. Consideration of a protest of the Greek 36 

Delegation against the decision of the 
British Command to transport to Con- 
stantinople Turkish heavy artillery 
and munitions left in the Greek Zone 
of Occupation in Asia Minor.] 

II. Repatriation of Allied troops from 36 
Siberia. 

Oct. 15 App. A. Draft communication to the 37 
Yugoslav Government relative to tlie 
signature of peace with Austria. 

Oct. 15 App. B. Report on furnishing material to 39 
the Polish Army. 


App. G. Draft inaugural proclamation of 41 
the Interallied High Commission to 
the Rhineland. 

App. D. Plan of Convocation of the Finst 42 
Council of the League of Nation.s. 

App. G. Note relative to the execution of 42 
the obligations imposed by the armis- 
tice. 

Oct. 22 I. Landing of a Gei'inan aeroplane at 4.4 
Kovno : British report relative thereto. 

[2. Journey of the Delegates to the Labour 45 

Conference at Washington.] 

3. Appointments to the Committee on 46 
co-ordination of questions relating to 
the interpretation and execution of 
the Treaty of Peace. 

[4. German and Austro-Hungarian banks 47 
in Turkey.] 

[5. Sequestration of property belonging 48 
to the Greek Orthodox Community of 
Budapest.] 

[6. Repatriation of staff of the Turkish 48 
Embassy at Vienna.] 

[7. Question of permission to Yugoslavia 4.S 
to work the Pecs coal-mines.] 

8. Question of the dispatch of a note to 48 
the Yugoslav Government relative to 

the signature of peace with Austria. 

9. Seizure of German shipping in the 49 
Baltic: the Allied Naval Armistice 
Commission to exercise due modera- 
tion. 

10. Question of the representation of 50 
Roumania on the Armistice Com- 
missions charged with the recovery of 
material in Germany. 

[i I, Offer of the National Lutheran Coun- 51 
cil of the United Slates with regard to 
the execution of article 438 of the 
Treaty of Versailles.] 



NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


American Commission to 
Negotiate Peace 


German Delegation 


5 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 75 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 


Commission on the 
Execution of the 
Treaty with Ger- 
many 

Dr.afting Committee 


M. Sarafow 
Neuilly-sur-Seine 
No. 387 

M. Theodoroff 
Neuilly-.sur-Seine 
No. 424 

6 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 76 


App. E. Revised draft of communication 51 
to the Yugoslav Government relative^ 
to the signature of peace w ith Austria. 

Oct. 17 App. F. Note on the subject of blockade 52 
measures enforced in the Baltic Sea. 

Oct, 23 I. Discu-ssion of a communication from 53 
the German Delegation relative to the 
.sending of German and .ku'^lrian 
Delegates to the International J.abnm 
Conference at Washington. 

[2. Discussion of a repoi! of ihe Sub- 53 
Committee on the i'NeiTuion of (he ^ 
Treaty with Germany n-lative to the 
Organization of Pl<‘bisciie Coinmi'i- 
sions.] 

3. Consideration of a Report of the Coin- 5,j. 

mittec on the execuiion of 1 lie Tr<\nv 
w'ith Germany on the Conimissioiis )o 

be constituted during the liiwt weeks 
following the entry into foice of tin" 
Treaty of Versailles. 

4 . Adoption of a report of the Drafting 58 
Committee on the cost of transport to 

and maintenance in foreign countries 
of German subjects convitled of 
serious offences against Allied fonas 
of occupation. 

5. Consideration of prote.st.s of the Bui- 59 
garian Delegation against the require- * 
ment of Bulgarian evacuation 
Western Thrace. 

6. Presidency of Allied Commissions in 59 

Zones of Occupation. »• 

Oct. 22 App. A. Note to Mr. I'olk relaiivtr to ilie 60 
appointment of Ciennan and .Austrian 
Delegates to the international Lalx'ur 
Conference at Washington. 

App. C. List of Commissions to 814 by 
nominated during the first weeks io!- 
lowing (he entry into fine oi' (i-e 
Treaty of Versailles. 

Oct, 21 App. D. Note relative to e.xpen.'-es !'f}w 'id- tia 
tentiary services in tlie ui nipied 
territories in Germany. 

Oct. 12 App. E. Bulgarian prote.si to .M. ( deine.i- Pj 
ccau against (he requirement of ffui- 
garian evacuation of \\'est''ru 'i lir.u e. 

Oct. 21 App. F. Furtlier Bulgarian pro'ie'-t on tie -4 
same subject. 

Oct, 25. 1. An-angements for aaswering (lie Ihd- ti*) 

garian counter-propositions. 

2, Violation by German auihoritifts of the ttff 
naval clauses of the Armi.- Ill e. 

xii- ■ ■ 



NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


6 Continued 


Oct. 25 


BRirisn Deleg.-vtion Oct. 24 


British Delegation Oct. 25 


Allied N.-wal Advisers Oct. 24 


British Deleg.ation 

Oct. 24 

Co.MMISSIONS ON POLISH 


AND ON Czechoslovak 


Affairs 


M. Dmovvski 

Oct. 21 

Pai'is 


Sir C.. .M.-MiUNo 

Oct. 22 

Copenhagen 


Baron von Lersner 

Oct, 23 

Paris 


Dr.-\FIT.NG COiM.\inTEE 

Oct. 23 

Mlehno of Si fre.me 

Oct. 28 


( lorNGi!.; 30.40 a.rn. 

ii.D. 77 


3. Situation in the Baltic Provinces; 66 
measures taken by the Allied Naval 
Authorities concerning navigation in 

the Baltic. 

4. Relations between General Denikin 67 
and the Ukranian Army of General 
Petliura. 

5. Diplomatic representation of the 68 

ikllied and Associated Powers in 
Germany, 

6. Plebiscite procedure in the Duchy of 70 
Tcschen and the territories of Spisz 

and Orava. 


7. Proposed municipal elections in Upper 7 1 
Silesia. 

8. Situation in Schle.swig, 71 

g. German and Austrian banks in 73 

Turkey. 

10. Determination of agenda for the next 74 
meeting. 

1 1 . Boundaries of Albania. 74 
App. A. Memorandum relative to viola- 75 


tion by German authorities of naval 
clauses of the Armistice. 

App. B. Communication of a telegram 76 
from the President of the Interallied 
Naval Armistice Commission. 

App. G, Draft reply to the German Dele- 76 
gation relative to the embargo on 
German shipping in the Baltic. 

App. D. Note relative to the resumption 76 
of diplomatic relations with Germany. 

App. E. Joint note relative to the plebi- 77 
scite in the Duchy of 'Peschen and the 
territories of Spisz and Orava. 

App. F. Polish note regarding proposed 79 
communal elections in Upper Silesia. 

App. G. Telegram to the Supreme Coun- 80 
cil relative to political arrests in 
Schleswig. 

App. H. Note regarding the maintenance. 80 
of public order in Flensburg. 

App. I. Note for the Supreme Council 80 
concerning German and Austrian 
banks in Turkey. 

1. Question of the constitution of an 82 
Allied military organization for the 
execution of the clauses of the Treaty 

of Y ersailles. 

2. Consideration of a communication 85 
from the British Delegates to the Inter- 
national Labour Conference at Wash- 
ington urging the ratification of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 



NO. AND NAME 

7 Continued 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 


Lord Grey (VVasIiing- 
ton) AND Lord 
C uRZON (London) 


B Mee'u.ng of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D, 78 


JvIarsiial Foch 
Paris 
No. 5080 


British Delegation 


IvL Klotz 
Paris 


British Delegation 
No. 197B1 


DATE 

Oct. 38 


Oct. 15 


Oct. 25 


Oct. 29 


Oct. 23 


Oct. 23 

&25 


Oct. 27 


MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 

3. Discussion of draft instructions to tlie 85 
Allied Commission charged with ^ 
examining into the evacuation of tlie 
Baltic Provinces. 

App. A. Note to M. Clemenccau ri'latix'c 92 
to the termination of tiie Allied 
Supreme Command and tlu' (TMi.ititu- 
tion of an Allied military organizaiion 
to supervise the excculion ol' the 
military clauses of the treaties oi’jieacc. 

App. B. Telegrams in connexion with the 93 
International Labour Confereuee in 
Washington urging die ralilieadon ul‘ ' 
the Treaty of Yer.sailli's. 

.'\pp. C. Draft instructions to ihe Inter- 94 
allied Commi.ssion fur the ibiliie 
Provinces. 

1. German violations of the .\rnii.sliee 97 
clauses. 

2. Arrangements for the fiitiT'allied Cum- luo 
mission for the Baltic Fru\'ince';. 

3. Clonsideration of a request fur inslrur- loi 
dons from the New States Commission 
relative to the Bulgarian counter- 
propositions; conditions for the signa- 
ture by Rournania and Wiguslavia of 

the treaty of peace Avith Bulgaria. 

4. Consideration of a request fur instrur- 103 
dons from the Chairman of the inter- * 
allied Aeronautical Commission uS 
Control for Germany. 

5. .'Vdoplion of a note to the ChTTn.an 103 
Government on the inunicipai elec- , 
lions in Upper Silesia. 

[6, Salaric.s and allovvance.s hir tlic lui- lo.j 
minislrativc .staffs for Danzig and 
Mem eh] 

7. Repatriation of Allied rondiuicms 10} 
and enemy prisoners irom Silieria. 

.App. A. List of the Arrnistici' clauses nut lotT 
yet executed by Germany: eiirre.'-jiun- 
dence from tlie CtTTnan Gov-Tuiiient 
relative to the disposal of aerun.nidt 
material. 

App. B. Memoranda relative .Auui.o.ii'!- \ 3 i 
conditions outstanding as regard.s thr 
German mercantile marine, ami to 
naval cpiestiun.s aff'eeted by dsn rad- 
fication of the Tn-aty of \'e!s;iilh s. 

App. C, Note to M'ar.shal I’uci'i relative tn 1:2 
financial clauses of th<' Annisdsc nut 
yet fully executeti l.iy Germany, 

App. E. Note to the Supreme Cnimei! 1:3 
relative to matters for tlerisiun r;;i -e.! 
by the Chairman of the inn r.niie.l 
Aeronautical Cornmissiun of ( unu-i 1 
for Germany. 
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NO. AND NAME 

Commission on Polish 
• Affairs 


9 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m, 

H.D. 79 


Drafting Committee 


BRiTirsH, French, 
Italian, and 
Japanese Naval 
Advisers 

U.S. Naval Adviser 
« Allied Naval Repre- 

*SENTATIVES 

10 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10 a.m. 

^ H.D. 80 


British Delegation 
Drafting Committee 


Drafting Committee 


French Delegation 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 

Oct. 27 App. F. Note submitting a draft letter to 115 
the Gei'man Delegation relative to 
proposed municipal elections in 
Upper Silesia. 

Oct. 30 I . Arrangement.? for the notification to 1 1 6 

the German Government of the 
coming into force of the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

2. The sinking of the German fleet at 1 19 
Scapa Flow. 

3. Question of the dispatch of naval 122 
vessels to Flensburg. 

4. Questions of the Dobrudja and of the 122 
Serbo-Buigarian frontier, 

5. Modification of the draft instructions 123 
to the Interallied Commission for the 
Baltic Provinces. 

App. A. Draft note to the German 124. 
Government relative to the putting 
into force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

Oct. 29 App. B. Conclusions relative to repara- 126 
tion for the sinking of the German 
warships at Scapa Flow. 

Oct. 30 App. C. Minority report on the above 127 
question. 

App. D. Report on the question of the 128 
dispatch of naval vessels to Flensburg. 

Nov. I I. Powers of General Milne in Asia 129 
Minor. 

2. Adoption of a draft note to the Ger- 130 
man Government relative to putting 

the Treaty of Versailles into force. 

3. Approval of the draft protocol con- 131 
firming the obligatiom imposed upon 

the German Government by the 
Armistice. 

4. Question of the sale of German 137 
aeronautical material. 

5. Consideration of the reply to the Bui- 138 
garian counter-proposition.? : ques- 
tions of the Dobrudja and of the 
Serbo-Bulgarian frontier. 

Oct. q8 App. A. Note relative to the powers of 142 
General Milne in Asia Minor. 

Nov. I App. B, Revised note to the German 143 
Government on the putting into force 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

App. G. Draft protocol confirming the 144 
obligations imposed upon the German 
Government by the Armistice. 

App. D. Draft note to the German 147 
.Government relative to the sale of 
aeronautical material. 


XV 



NO. AND NAME DATE 

Central Territorial 
Committee 


11 Meeting of Supreme Nov. i 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 81 


Central Territorial Nov. 3 
Committee 

Central Territorial 
Committee 

Marshal Foch Oct. 31 

Paris 
No. 5226 

Allied Naval Nov. i 

Advisers 


12 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 3 
Council: 10 a.m. 

H.D. 82 


MAIN SUBJECT 

App. E. Report on the Bulgarian demands 
concerning the Serbo-Biilgarian fronij 
tier. 

[i. Formulation of a paragraph in the 
protocol relative to unexecuted clauses 
of the Armistice.] 

2. Approval of the reply to the Bulgarian 
counter-proposals to the peace condi- 
tions. 

3. Request from the Latvian Government 
for assistance. 

4. Reparation for the sinking of the 
German fleet at Scapa Flow. 

5. Question of the draft reply to the 
German note of October 12 relative 
to the sale of aeronautical material. 

App. A. Draft reply to the obser\-aiii»ns 
of the Bulgarian Delegation on the 
conditions of peace. 

App. B. Draft reply to the Bulgarian 
request for modification of the fron- 
tiers assigned to Bulgaria. 

App. C. Memorandum concerning a re- 
quest from the Latvian Government 
for assistance. 

App. D. Report of a meeting concerning 
the compensation to be demanded of 
the German Government for the 
sinking at Scapa Flow. 

1. Decision not to send troops to Memd 
before the entry into force of tlie 
Treaty of V’ersailles. 

2. Suppression of the Interallied Trans- 
port Commission. 

3. Consideration of Roumanian and 
Hungarian questions. 

4. Approval of the draft Greek Minop- 
ties Treaty. 

5. Question of the .signing of the trtsUy 
of peace with Bulgaria. 

6. Consideration of a drai't r<-ply to a 
note from the Ncthe.rlands Govern- 
ment regarding German sliips sold l<> 
Dutch navigation conqranies. 

[7. Consideration of a jiroposal of the 
Allied Railway Commission in Poland 
to open for commercial trafiic ilu\:'.; 
railways crossing the German-Polish 
fi-ontier north of Warsaw.'] 

8. Consideration of a request from tlie 
European Danube Commission for 
the establishment of the new regini;; 
of the Danube. 

[9, Consideration of a recjuesL iVoni the 
European Danube Comiiiis.sioii for the 
attribution to it of two lug.s.J 
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NO. AND NAME 

DATE 

MAIN SUBJECT 

PAGE 

12 Continued 

Nov. 3 

10. Consideration of a German note re- 
garding the shipment of potatoes pur- 
chased by Germany in Denmark. 

181 

Military Representa- 
tives OF THE Supreme 
War Council 
Versailles 
s.w.c. 477 

Oct. 30 

App. A. Report on the suggested occupa- 
tion of Memel, 

181 

Military Representa- 
tives OF THE Supreme 
War Council 
^ Versailles 
s.w.c. 476 

Oct, 30 

App. B. Suppression of the Interallied 
Transport Committee. 

182 

French Delegation 


App. G. Note concerning the ministerial 
situation in Hungary. 

183 

M. PiCHON 

Paris 


App. D, Telegram to Bucharest request- 
ing the Allied Ministers there to 
obtain a reply from the Roumanian 
Government to an Allied note con- 
cerning questions outstanding. 

184 

M. Nepveu 

Paris 

Oct. 28 

App. G. Note to M. Pichon regarding 
German ships acquired by Dutch 
navigation companies during the war. 

185 

Drafting Committee 

Oct, 31 

App. H. Note concerning the reply to 
M. Nepveu’s note above. 

186 

European Danube 
Commission 


App. J. Rec|uest for representation at the 
conference to establish the new regime 
of the Danube. 

186 

German Deleq.ation 

Oct. 27 

App. L. Note concerning the shipment of 
potatoes from Denmark to Germany. 

186 

13 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.ra. 

““ ^ H.D. 83 

Nov. 4 

[i. Curtailment of service on German 
railways.] 

2. Question of troops of occupation in 

187 

187 


Hungary; attitude of Admiral Horthy. 

3. Arrangements preparatory to putting 192 
into force the Treaty of Versailles. 

[4. Transport in the Baltic of wood 194 
destined for Belgium.] 

5. Railway system of the Baltic Pro- 194 
vinces. 

6. Approval of a rtote to the Netherland.s 195 
Charge d’Affaires relative to the 
German ships sold to Dutch naviga- 
tion companies during the war. 

7. Representation of the European 1 95 
Danube Commission at the confer- 
ence to establish the new regime of 

the Danube. 

8. Question of a protocol to be signed by 195 

Bulgaria. 

9. Notification of the ratification of the ig6 
Treaty of Versailles by Japan. 
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NO. AND NAME 

Sir G. Clerk 
Budapest 
No. 3 


14 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 84 


Supreme Council 
British Delegation 


15 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10,30 a.m. 
H.D. 85 



DATE 

MAIN SUBJECT 

PAGE 

Nov. I 

App. B. Telegram to Sir E. Crowe re- 

197 


garding the situation in tiungary. 


Nov. 4 

App. E. Proposed letter to the Charge 
d’ Affaires of the Netherlands relative 
to German ships sold to Dutch 
navigation companies during the war. 

198 

Nov, 5 

I. Approval of a telegram to Sir G-, 
Clerk concerning questions connected 
with the evacuation of Roumanian 
troops from Hungary. 

199 


2. Arrangements for the first meeting of 
the Council of the League of Nations. 

200 


3. Refusal of the request of the Pro- 
visional Government of Meniel for 
authorization to send representatives 
to Paris. 

..201 


4. Drafting of instructions to the Allied 
Commission to examine into tlie 
evacuation of the Baltic Province.s, 

201 


[5. Questions still to be taken up by the 
Supreme Council.] 

203 


6. Question of certain German tankers. 

203 

Nov. 5 

App. A. Draft telegram from the Supreme 
Council to Sir G. Clerk concerning 
questions connected with the evacua- 
tion of Roumanian troops from Hun- 
gary. 

203 

Nov. 5 

App. B. Approved text of the above tele- 

204 


gram to Sir G. Clerk. 


Nov. 4 

App, G. Note concerning a request fronv» 
the Provisional Government of Memel 
for permission to send representatives 

205 


to Palis. 


Nov. 6 

I. Situation in Hungary. 

206 


2. Publication of the Allied note and 
annexed protocol recently addi'e.s.sed 
to the German Government. 

209 


3. Salaries of the personnel of Control 
Commissions in Germany. 

209 


4. Question of publication of the corre- 
spondence with the Austrian Delega- 
tion. 

209 


5. Questions relative to tlic demobiliza- 
tion of General Haller’s Army. 

210 


6. Interjiretation of the financial inea- 
.sures of coercion taken against Ger- 
many on account of the non-ev:icua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces. 

210 


[7. Question of the liquidation of the 
property of inhabitants of Sclileswig,] 

211 


8. .Military missions at Riga. 

21 1 


9. Arrival of Italian represen t ali ve.s on 
the Plebiscite and Delimilation (.Com- 
missions. 

21 i 


[10. Roumanian and Yugoslav repress.aUa- 
tion on the commission, at Vienna nvr 
the distribution of rolling-stock, j 

212 


f i, Luxembtn^ affairs. 

212 


NO. .A 


NAME 


DATE 


M.AIN .SUBJECT 


PAGE 


Sir G. Clerk 
» Budapest 
No. 3 


Nov. 4 App. A. Telegram to Supreme Council 213 
concerning the e\^acuation of Rou- 
manian troops from Hungary and the 
attitude of M. Friedrich. 


Sir G. Clerk 
Budapest 
No. 4 


Nov. 5 App, B. Telegram to Supreme Council 213 
concerning the situation in Hungary 
and opposing the suggested employ- 
ment of Czechoslovak and Yugoslav 
forces. 


Interallied Military Nov. 5 
Mission 
Budapest 
No. 775 


App. C. Telegram to Supreme. Council 214. 
protesting against the suggested occu- 
pation of Hungary by Czechoslovak 
and Yugoslav .forces. 


Interallied Military Nov. 3 
Mission 
Budapest 

Nov. 6 


Marshal Foch Nov. 3 

Paris 
No. 5249 

Sir E. Crowe Nov. 3 

.Paris 


App. D. Telegram to Supreme Council 214 
concerning Czechoslovak conditions 
for the evacuation of Salgo Tarjan. 

App. E. Telegram from the Supreme 215 
Council to Sir G. Clerk concerning 
questions relating to the Pt.oumanian 
evacuation of liungary. 

App. H. Letter to M. Clcmcnceau con- 216 
cerning salaries of personnel of the 
Control Commissions for Germany. 

x\pp. I. Note to M. Dutasta concerning 216 
the publication of correspondence ex- 
changed with the Austrian Delega- 
tion. 


16 Meeting OF Supreme Nov. 7 i. Constitution of a Commission to com- 217 
Council: 10,30 a. m. pare the lists of Germans charged 

^ H.D. 86 with war-crimes, 

2. Ruling on certain aerial clauses in 218 
the Treaty of Versailles. 

3. British declaration on the question of 218 
Eastern Galicia. 

4. Consideration of a German note on 219 
the organization of the plebiscite in 

® * Eupen and Malmedy. 

[5. Removal by German authorities of 220 
material belonging to the German 
Government at Danzig.] 

6. Reply of President Wilson to communi- 220 
cations regarding the first meeting of 

the Council of the League of Nations. 

7. Arrangements for discus.sions by ex- 221 
perts concerning the execution of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

8. Notification that M. Venizelos would 222 
request to be heard during the di.s- 
cussion of the report; of the Commis- 
sion of Enquiry for Smyrna, 

9. Question of the temporary regime of 2.22 
Western Thrace. 


Baron YON Lersner Oct. 3 . App, B. Note to M. Glenienceau relative 222 
Versailles to the plebiscite at Eupen and Mal- 

No. 28 medy. 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 

Belgian Delegation Oct. 14 

17 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 8 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 87 


Allied Commission of Oct. 14 

Enq^uiry for Smyrna 
C onstantinople 

18 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 10 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 88 


B.aron von Lersner Nov. 7 

Paris 
No. 48 

Britlsh Delegation Nov. 7 


Dr.afting Committee 


Commission on Belglvn 
Affairs 


19 Meeting of Supreme Nov. i i 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 89 


MAIN SUBJECT 

App. C. Note to M. Dutasta relative to 
Eupen and Malmedy, 

1. Salaries of the personnel of Control 
Commissions in Germany. 

2. Consideration of the report of the 
Commission of Enquiry for Smyrna: 
hearing of M. Venizelos. 

App. A. Report, M'ith related documents, 
on incidents in connexion with the 
Greek occupation of Smyrna. 

1. Italian suggestion relative to the pro- 
longation or postponement of the 
work of the Supreme Council. 

2. German municipal elections in Upper 
Silesia. 

[3. Granting of a Swiss recpicst relative 
to the insertion in treaties .still to be 
signed of clauses relative to Swiss 
neutrality.] 

4. Situation in Smyrna ; discussion of the 
Report of the Allied Commission of 
Enquiry. 

5. Refusal to sanction the export to 
Russia of German munitions and war 
material. 

6. Procedure for the convocation of the 
first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

7. Adoption of a reply to the German' 
note relative to the plebiscites at 
Eupen and Malmedy. 

App. A. Note to M. Clemenceau relati\'c 
to municipal elections in Upper 
Silesia. 

App. C. Note to the Supreme Council 
regarding the export of German arms 
to Russia; activities in Berlin of iKcff 
Anti-Bolshevik League. 

App. D. Note relative to tlie first meeting 
of the Council of the League of 
Nations, enclosing a draft note for 
dispatch by President "Wilson. 

App. E. Proposed reply to a G<‘nn:m 
letter on the question of Eupen and 
Malmedy. 

1. Question of replying to M. N'l-ni/.ehn 
with regard to incidents :it Smyrna. 

2. Transport for the German and .Vn.-- 
trian Delegations to the. Laboiu Ckm- 
ference at Washington. 

3. Observations of the Yugoslav J')! 
tion regarding the Minoritic.s Treaty. 

[4. Question of the allotment of mercham, 
tonnage to Italy and Yugoslavia.] 


page 

226 

229 

229 

237 

.259 

261 

262 

262 

26B 

269 

270 

27t 

272 

273 

274 

275 

275 

276 


NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


19 Continued 


Drafting Committee 


Commission on Polish 
Affairs 


Nov. II 5. Removal of German material from 278 
Danzig. 

6. Constitution of the commission 279 
charged with preparing the organiza- 
tion of mixed tribunals set up under 
article 229 of the peace treaty with 
Germany. 

7. Status of Eastern Galicia. 279 

8. Qriestions still to be decided by the 281 
Supreme Council. 

[9. Allowances to members of Boundary 282 
Commissions.] 

Nov, 7 App. D. Note concerning naval material 282 
at Danzig. 

Nov. 10 App. F. Note on the question of Eastern 283 
Galicia. 


French Delegation App. H. List of questions for regulation 285 

by the Supreme Council. 

1. Adoption of a note to M. Venizelos 287 
relative to incidents at Smyrna. 

2. Consideration of a reply from the 289 
Roumanian Government to the 
Allied note regarding cpiestions out- 
standing. 

3. Situation in Hungary. 293 

[4, Expenses of transport of Allied troops 293 

of occupation and of maintenance of 
them and of Plebiscite Commissions.] 

5. Arrangements for the signature of the 294 
Bulgarian treaty. 

6. Evacuation of Czechoslovak troops 294 
from Salgo Taijan. 

7. InteiTuption of railway traffic in Ger- 294 
many. 

8. Distribution of Austrian commercial 294 
tonnage between the Italian and 
Yugoslav Governments. 

App. A. Note from the Supreme Council 295 
to M. Venizelos relative to the report 
of the Smyrna Commission of Enquiry. 


Allied High Commis- 
sioners 

Constantinople 

Nov. 3 

App. B. Telegram complaining of the 
activities of the Greek High Com- 
missioner at Smyrna. 

296 

M. Venizelos 

Paris 

Nov. 4 

App. C. Note to M. Clemenceau con- 
cerning press censorship at Smyrna. 

29G 

Gen. Vaitoianu 
Bucharest 

Nov. 2 

App. D. Verbal note to the Supreme 
Council regarding Hungarian affairs. 

298 

Sir G. Clerk 

Budapest 

No. 6 

Nov. 9 

App. E. Telegram to the Supreme Coun- 
cil reporting on the situation in 
Hungary. 

300 

Interallied Military 
Mission 

Budapest 

No. 831 

Nov. 10 

App. F. Telegi'am to the Supreme Coun- 
cil giving particulars of a plan sub- 
mitted by the Roumanian Command 
for the evacuation of Hungary as far 
as the river Theiss. 

301 


20 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 12 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 90 
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DATE 


NO. AND NAME 

21 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 91 


Nov. 13 


Nov. 12 


MAIN SUBJECT I'AOE 

1, Approval of a telegram to Sir G. 30:.:! 
Clerk with regard to llinigarian 
affairs. 

2, Question of instructioas to the Aero- 
nautical Coinmi.ssion of Controi for 
Germany. 

3, Municipal elections in Upper Silesia. 303 
[4. Allowances to generals on military ;juj 

missions of control who are not: chair- 
men of commissions or sub-coniinis- 
sions,] 

5. Reply to the Roumanian Govcrnnu-ul 30, j. 
with regard to Hungarian aflaii’s. 

6. Question of the recognition c>f (h<‘ ,3ot) 
Grand-Ducal Governnieni of Luxt-ni- 
burg. 

7. Question of certain German tankers. 307 
App. A. Telegram from the Supreme 308 

Council to Sir G. Clerk with regard 
to Hungarian affairs. 


Drafting Committee Nov. 3 App. B. Note to the General Secretariat 309 
concerning a reply to the German 
note of Oct. 12 relative to aeronautical 
material. 


British Delegation Nov. i i App. C. Note concerning German aero- 309 
nautical material. 

App. D, Proposed letter to the German 340 
Delegation relative to municipal^ 
elections in Upper Silesia. 

Nov, 13 App. F. Draft note to the Roumanian 311 
Government rccjucsting unconclitiunal 
compliance with Allied (lemands for 
a Roumanian evai'uatiun ol'i fungary, 
Roumanian signature of the 'i'rf‘.aty (jf 
St. Germain, and the Minorities 
Treaty, &c. 


22 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 14 i. Report by M. Clcmenceaii on a eon-' suf 
Council: 10,30 a.m. versation with General Goanda anil 

H.D, 92 M. Antonescu concerning the draft 

note to the Roumanian Govenimcnt. 

2. The question of the use of certain ;]i,t 
German tankers, 

3. i\doption of a j’oint repou from die ;p:o 
Polish and Czechoslovak ( iommissioi IS 
relative to the plebiscite in I'eschcn. 

4. Situation in Armenia, (k-orgia, and 321 
Azerbaijan: statement be Colonel 
FXaskell. 

5. British proposition regarding men- j.?.? 
sures to be taken to remedy the dearth 

of rolling-stock in Austria. 

6. Adoption of a proposal of iho Com- 323 
mittee on Organization of the Rej.'ara.- 

tion Commission relative to the dis- 
tribution of Upper Silesian coal. 



NO. AND NAME DATE MAIN SUBJECT 

Committee on Organi- App- C. Draft decision relative to the 

zATioN OX? THE Repa- distribution of Upper Silesian coal. 

RATION Committee 


23 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 15 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 93 


Sir G. Clerk Nov. 13 

Budapest 
No. 7 

24 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 17 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 94 


French Delegation 

Nov. 

x6 

Gapt, Fuller 

Nov. 

16 

Paris 



British Delegation 

Nov. 

14 


Nov. 

15 


1 . Status of Eastern Galicia. 

2. Adoption of a note to Roumanian 
Government. 

3. The question of the extension to 
Georgia and Azerbaijan of Colonel 
Haskell’s mission to Armenia. 

4. The question of the agenda of the 
conference. 

5. The question of provisioning Vienna. 

6. Consideration of a telegram from Sir 
G. Clerk on the Hungarian situation ; 
attitude of Admiral Troubridge. 

7. Use of certain German tankers. 

8. The question of the distribution of 
enemy warships. 

g. The question of the distribution of 
Austro-Hungarian tonnage. 

App. B. Telegram to the Supreme 
Council reporting on political negotia- 
tions in Hungary. 

1. Question of the disposition of enemy 
warships. 

2. Management of certain German 
tankers. 

3. The situation in Hungary. 

4. The nature of the occupation of 
Smyrna by Greek forces. 

5. Detention in the United States of ex- 
German passenger vessels allocated 
to Great Britain for management. 

6. Adoption of a report of the Special 
Committee on the resumption of 
diplomatic, relations with Germany. 

7. Adoption of instructions to General 
Masterman regarding the disposal by 
Germany of aeronautical material. 

[8. Question of the signature by Yugo- 
slavia and Roumania of the financial 
arrangements of St. Germain.] 

[g. Return of Austrian prisoners from 
Serbia.] 

App. A. Note relative to the distribution 
of enemy warships. 

App. B. Historical summary concerning 
the disposal and distribution of enemy 
surface warships. 

App. G. Proposal regarding the distribu- 
tion of enemy surface warships. 

App. D. Two telegrams to the. British 
Delegation reporting on steps being 
taken for the delivery of tank steamers. 

xxiii 


page 

324 

325 
325 

328 

329 

329 

330 

330 

330 

330 

331 

332 

333 
338 

338 

338 

339 

341 

341 

341 

34 ^ 

343 

344 

345 



NO. AND NAME 

British Delegation 


Drafting Committee 


2S Meeting of Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 95 


M. Venizelos 
Paris 

Sir G. Clerk 
Budapest 
No. 8 

26 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 11 a.m. 
H.D. g6 


Esthonian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs 
Revai 

27 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10 a.m, 

H.D. 97 


date main subject page 

Nov. 14 App. F. Memorandum concerning the 346 
detention in the United States of ex~ ^ 
German passenger vessels allocated to 
Great Britain for management. 

App. H. Draft instructions to General 347 
Masterman concerning the disposal 
of German aeronautical material. 

Nov. 18 [i. The question of Ahigoslav demands 348 

relative to the distribution of Austro- 
Hungarian mercantile tonnage.] 

2. The question of the signature oi' the 348 

Austrian treaty by the Yugo.slav 
Delegation. " 

3. Approval of the date for the .signature g-jS 
of the Bulgarian treaty. 

4. Consideration of tivo letters iVom 349 
M. Venizelos relative to the .situation 

in Smyrna. 

5. The situation in Hungary. 349 

6. The question of the distribution of 350 
enemy warships. 

7. Correction of a previous minute rcla- 350 
live to the use of certain German 
tankers. 

8. The question of German ships trairs- 351 
ferred during the war to Dutch 
navigation companies. 

Nov. 15 App. B. Letter to M. Clcrncnccau rcla- 3.^2 
tivc to the situation in Smyrna. 

Nov. 16 App. D, Telegram to the Supreme 353 
Council reporting upon the situation 
in Budapest. 

Nov. 19 [i.The question of a treaty biTween 354, 
Greece and Bulgaria witli regard to 
reciprocal emigrat ion.] 

[2. The question of the sigmiture of the. 354 
Minorities Treaty with Roumnnia.) 

3. Rejection of an Esthonian reque.st lor 354 
the establishment of a neutral /.one 
between the Baltic States and Krtssia. 

4. Request from the Polish Delegaliou 355 
that the arrangcmeul regarding 
Galicia be communicate.d to it. 

[5. Organization of plebiseitc /oiies in 355 
Germany.] 

6. The que.stion of the cost of transporta- 336 
tion of troops and supplies in plclji, state 
areas, 

App. C. Telegram to the Supreme 3.37 
Coimcii requesting the, establishment 
of a neutral zone between tlie Baliie 
States and Russia. 

Nov. 20 I. Preparation of a final draft of ilie 337 
Hungarian Treaty. 

. . [2. Terms for the distribution of Austro- 338 
Hungarian mercantile ionn.'igt:.] 





NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


PAGE 


27 Continued Nov. 20 


Sir G. Clerk Nov. i 7 

Budapest 
No. 9 

Organization Com- Nov. 14 

MITTEE OF THE RE- 
PARATION Commission 

Commission on Nov. 20 

Polish Affairs 

25 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 2 1 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

"h.d. g8 


American Commission 

Nov. 21 

TO Negotiate Peace 


Drafting Committee 

Nov. 19 

29 Meeting of Supreme 

Nov. 24 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 


H.D. 99 



MAIN SUBJECT 

[3. Question of the provisional distribu- 359 
tion of rolling-stock between states 
forming part of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy.] 

4. Examination of a report of the Com- 359 
mittee on Organization of the Repara- 
tion Commission on the terms of a 
proposed $100,000,000 loan for the 
provisioning of Austria. 

5. Proposed date of the deposit of rati- 362 
fications of the Treaty of Versailles. 

6. Status of Eastern Galicia ; hearing of 363 
MM. Patek and Grabski. 

7. Adjournment of consideration of a 369 
request of the Polish Delegation that 
negotiations with regard to relations 
between Poland and Danzig be trans- 
ferred from Warsaw to Paris. 


App. E. Report on the terms of a proposed 369 
loan of $100,000,000 for the provision- 
ing of Austria, 


App. A. Summary of the American posi- 383 
tion regarding Eastern Galicia. 


1. Negotiations with the German Delega- 3S5 
tion. 

[a. Financial arrangements in the plehi- 387 
scite territories and Danzig and 
Memei,] 

[3. Allowances to personnel of Allied 387 
Commissions.] 


App. A. Telegram to the Supreme Council 369 
reporting on a meeting of the Hun- 
garian Government and Opposition. 


App. F. Report enclosing amendments to 372 
the di-aft statute for Eastern Galicia. 

I . Status of Eastern Galicia. 377 

[2. Greek administration in Smyrna.] 378 

3, Repoi't by M. Berthelot of his and 379 
M. Dutasta’s interview with the Ger- 
man delegates on the subject of 
questions connected with the entry 

into force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

4. Labour Conference in Washington. 382 
[5. Confiscation of Greek Orthodox pro- 382 

perty in Hungary.] 

[6. Liquidation of property of Schles- 382 
wigers residing abroad.] 

7. Rejection of a recjuest from the Dutch 382 
Government to import war material 
from Germany. 

[8, Approval of the draft treaty regarding 382 
Spitzbergen.] 


App, E, Note relative to the request of the 384 
Netherlands to receive war material 
from Germany. 


XXV 



DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


29 Continued Nov. 24 4. Fuimrnent ol‘ Sir G. Clerk's uiixsiou. 

5. Negotiations between the i'cii.sh,. ;.;ob 
Government and {a) ilie city o( Dan- 
zig, {b) the German Government. 

6, Adoption of a note to the Gorman ^i!;) 
Government concerning the sale of 

■ German aeronautical material. 

[7. Appointment of a sub-committee of 300 
the Committee on Organization <>f 
the Reparation Commission cimrgi'd 
with the improvement of drculalina 
of rolling-stock in the ex-Auslro- 
Hungarian Empire,] 

8, German soldiers demobilized in the ' ;jijO 
Schleswig plebiscite area. 

Baron von Lersner Nov. 2 1 App, A. Note to M. Dutasta informing him ggo 

Paris of the departure of .Herr von Simson 

for Berlin and prote.sting against (he 
association of the rt'pa trial ion of 
prisoners of war with the couiing into 
Ibrce of the peace treaty. 

Baron VON Lersner Nov. 23 App. B. Note to M. Dutasta requesting 391 

Paris postponement of a meeting with 

No. 447 Allied representatives until the return 

to Pai'is of Herr von Simson. 

M. Glemenceau Nov. 22 App. G. Note to Baron von Lersner eon- 391 

Paris cerning delay in signing the protocol 

of ratification of the peace treaty. ^ 

M. Glemenceau Nov. 24 App. D. Postscript to the above note to 392 

Paris Baron von Lersner. 


MM. Patek and 
Grabski 
Paris 

MM. Patek and 
GRAB.SKt 
Paris 


Britisji I)elegation 

30 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 100 


Nov. 17 App. H. Note to M. Glemenceau re- 
questing that negotiations between tlie. 
Polish Government and tlic (lily of 
Danzig should take iilace in ihiris. 

Nov. 19 App. 1. Note to IS'I. Glemenceau regarding 
negotiations concerning cpiestsons re- 
lating to the execution of tiic peace 
treaty. 

Nov. 24 App. J. I)raft note to the Preskient of the 
Interallied Aeroiumilc Control < lom- 
mission for Germany for transmissii m 
to the German Governrmnil upon the- 
going into force of the peace treaty. 

Nov. 22 App. L. Note relative to tlie demobiliza- 
tion of German forces at I’lensburg. 

Nov. 25 I. German evacuation of the Ba.itie 
Provinces. 

[2. Allowances to personnel of Allied 
Commissions.] 

3, Question of the answer of the Rm.i- 
manian Government to the Alli'-il 
note, 

4. Consideration of a note fhom {lie 
Yugoslav Delegation regarding the 
treaty for the protection of minorities:. 






NO. AND NAME DATE MAIN SUBJECT 


30 Continued Nov. 25 


"General Niessel 
Tilsit 

Marshal Foch Nov. 25 

Paris 


Drafting Committee Nov. 24 


General Tcher- Nov. 15 

BATCHEFF 

Paris 

No. 11571 

Sf Meeting of Supreme Nov. 28 

"Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. lOI 


32 Meeting of Supreme Nov. 29 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 102 


5. Agreement upon a reply to the Bul- 
garian Delegation regarding reciprocal 
immigration between Greece and 
Bulgaria. 

6. Adoption of a note to the German 
Government relative to demobilized 
German soldiers in the Schleswig 
plebiscite area. 

7. Seat of the negotiations between 
Poland and the city of Danzig. 

8. Disposal of Russian war material left 
in Roumania after the demobilization 
of the Russian Army. 

App. A. Telegram to Marshal Foch con- 
cerning the German evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. 

App. B. Telegram to General Niessel 
giving him authority to take necessary 
action to ensure the German evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces, 

App. F. Note to the German Government 
regarding demobilized Germans at 
Flensburg. 

App, G, Note to M, Clemenceau regard- 
ing Russian war-material in Rou- 
mania. 


1 . Distribution of enemy warships. 

2. Negotiations between Poland and the 
city of Danzig. 

[3, Exequaturs of foreign consuls at 
Danzig prior to the establishment of 
the free city.] 

[4. Communication of article 435 of the 
Treaty of Versailles to Spain and 
Sweden.] 

5. Request of the Austrian Delegation 
for the insertion of an article in the 
Hungarian treaty to guarantee food 
supplies from Hungary to Austria. 

6. Roumanian questions; time-limit for 
the Roumanian reply to the Allied 
note; protection of Jews in Roumania, 

1. Question of the distribution of enemy 
surface warships. 

2. Question of the distribution of enemy 
submarines. 

3. Modification of the Roumanian Mi- 
norities Treaty. 

4. Consideration of a letter from the 
King of Roumania to M. Poincare 
with regard to relations between 
Roumania and the Principal Allied 
Powers, 

5. Question of the determination of the 
provisional eastern frontiers of Poland, 
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420 
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NO. AND NAME 

32 Continued 


French Delegation 


King of Roumania 
Bucharest 


Special Commission on 
Russian Prisoners of 
War in Germany 
Paris 

33 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 103 


Mr. Polk 
Paris 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 
No. 5505 

Marsh.al Foch 
Paris 


Nov. 39 6. Maintenance of Russian prisoners of 426 

war and refugees in Germany. 

Nov. 28 App. A. Summary of the situation with 428 
regard to suiTendered enemy sub- 
marines. 

App. B. Proposals concerning enemy sub- 429 
marines. 

App. C. Statement of tlie number of sub- 429 
marines in the Allied navies, 

Nov. 24 App. D. Letter to President Poincare .129 
with regard to relations between 
Roumania and the Principal Allieti 
Powers. 

App. E. Ad-ditional draft protocol to 4.30 
the treaty of June 28. ipifi. beuvi'en 
the Principal .Allied and A^.■'.o( iated 
Powers and Poland. 

App. F. Note to the Suju-emc Cnmu il 431 
relative to expenses for the main- 
tenance of Russian prisoners uf war 
and refugees in Germany. 

Dec. I I. Report by Sir G. Clerk on Hun- .[35 
garian aflairs. 

2. Military situation in Germany. 438 

3. Relations between the Esthonian .438 
Government and General Yudenitch. 

4. Adoption of a Ibrm of organization 439 
for the Interallied CommissioiLs I'i'i’ 
Control in Bulgaria, 

5. Question of a reply to a German note 4.|,o 
on the Scapa Flow imndent. 

6. Adoption of a reply to a German note 440 
concerning prisoners of war. 

7. Stocks of Russian eartridgt's in Ger- 4..1.1 
many. 

8. Question of the doterminaiion of the 4.42 
provisional eastern frontiers of I'oland. 

9. Possible signature by Ahuueuegro of 4.42 
a separate peace with German}, 
Austria, and Bulgaria. 

lo. Preparation of the Hungarian treaty, .413 

Nov. 29 App. A. Report on his mission to Buda- 444 
pest. 

Dec. j App. B. Telegram to General Bandhoitz 451 
inviting the Hungarian (doveniment 
to send delegates to Neuilly to receive 
the conditions of peace. 

Nov. 27 App. C. Letter to M. Glcnienceau re- .■15a 
garding the military .situation in 
Germany. 

App. D. Note reque.sting tiic Germmi 4.-3 
Government to restrict the orgaiiiza- 
tion of military forces. 



NO. AND NAME 

DATE 

MAIN SUBJECT 

PAGE 

Marshal Foch 

Paris 

No. 5514 

Nov. 28 

App. E. Letter to M. Clemenceau re- 
garding relations between the Es- 
thonian Government and General 
Yudenitch. 

454 

Baron von Lersner 
Paris 

No. 53 

Nov. 27 

App. G. Note to M, Clemenceau trans- 
mitting a memorandum concerning 
the scuttling of the German warships 
at Scapa Flow. 

455 

Baron von Lersner 
Paris 

No. 54 

Nov. 27 

App. H. Note to M. Clemenceau relative 
to the repatriation of German prisoners 
of war. 

458 


Dec. 1 

App. I. Note from the Supreme Council 
to Baron von Lersner regarding the 
repatriation of German prisoners of 
war. 

461 

General Tcher- 

BATCHEFF 

Paris 

Nov. 17 

App. J. Letter to Marshal Foch concern- 
ing Russian cartridges in Germany. 

463 

No. 3-1 103 




M. Plamenatz 
Neuilly-sur-Seine 

No. 1086 

Nov. 16 

App. L. Note to M. Clemenceau concern- 
ing the possible signature by Monte- 
negro of a separate peace with Ger- 
many, Austria, and Bulgaria. 

464 

34 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

^ H.D. 104 

Dec. 2 

1. Report by M. Dutasta of an interview 
with Baron von Lersner. 

2. Exploitation of the Pecs mine.s. 

466 

467 


3. Question of a reply to the German 467 

* note on the Scapa Flow incident. 

4. Insertion in the Hungarian peace treaty 467 
of an article concerning Fiume. 

*■ [5. Appointment of a Committee to dis- 469 

tribute the rolling-stock of the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy.] 

[6. Claims of inheriting states for rolling- 469 
stock of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy.] 

^ 7. Approval of the declaration relating 470 

to the provisional eastern frontiers of 
Poland. 

8. Western Galicia. 470 

g. Distribution of enemy submarines. 471 

Dec. I App. A. Note of an interview between 473 
M. Dutasta and Baron von Lersner 
with regard to the putting into force 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

Dec. 2 App. G. Draft reply to the German note 474 
of November 27 regarding the Scapa 
Flow affair. 

App. D. Draft article on Fiume to be im 475 
sorted in the Hungarian peace treaty. 

35 Meeting OF Supreme Dec. 3 [i. Personnel for the German mine- 476 

Gouncie: 10.30 a.m. sweeping service.] 

H.D. 105 2. Geiman activities in Schleswig. 476 

3. Plans of the Turkish Government for 477 
the reconstruction of Constantinople. 
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NO. .AND K.A.ME 


D.\TE 


M.AIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


35 Continued Dec. 3 [4. Question of the creation of a pro- 477 

visional commission to orgaiiize tlic 
circulation of rolling-stock in the 
successor states of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy.] 

5. Financial arrangements with Yugo- 478 
slavia. 

6. Delay of the Roumanian reply to tlic 479 
recent Allied note. 

[7. Exequatur of foreign consuls at Danzig 482 
prior to the establishment of the free 
city.] 

British Delegation Dec. i App. B, Memoranclmu fur the Suprem. 

Council concerning Cennan acti\itie.s 
in Schleswig. 

French Delegation Dec. 2 App. C. Summary of a telegram iiom the 

French Charge cF Alfa ires at Bucharest 
regarding the Roumanian reply to 
tiie recent Allied note. 


36 Meeting OF Supreme Dec. 5. [i. Financial arrangement.s witli Yugo- 4S5 

Council; 10.30 a.m. slavia.] 

H.D. 107 2. Question of the reply to the Gcmian 486 

note relative to the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

3. Adoption of a draft treaty delimiting .:|88 
the frontiers of Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia. „ 

[4. Expenses of the International I'esclicn 488 

Commission.] 

5. Roumanian affairs. ,[89 

6. Adoption of the draft fmaneial, 489 

economic, and reparation clausc.s ot‘ 

the treaty of peace with Hungary. 

7. Approval of a request of Clhancdlor 490 
Renner that he should consult with 

the Supreme Council on the; economic 
situation of Austria. 

8. Former Austro-Hungarian war.sliijvs .pjo 
at Spalato. 

App. B. Draft treaty delimiting (htj ,[90 
frontiers of Poland and Czedio- 
slovakia. 


37 Meeting oi' Supreme Dec. 6 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 108 


1. CoiLsicleration of resolutions pas^rd at 44) 2 
the se.ssion of the Supreme Froaomir 
Council in Rome willi regard (10 
Austria; {h) danger of non-raiifiraiion 

• of the Treaty of Versailles; u,) Ar- 
menia; (d) Ru.ssia; (c) Cerrnan 
tankers, 

2. Questions of the customs etmirol on jo ; 
the Franco-Gcrmau and Cerm.'ino- 
Belgian frontiers and of the payne ru 

of German customs duties mi a ;-,olu 
basis. 

3. Recent political developments in .jo.-, 
Rouraania. 



NO. AND NAME DATE 

Supreme Economic 
Council 
Rome 

Organization Com- Nov. 27 

MITTEE of the RE- 
PARATION Commission 
c.R. No. 442 


38 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 7 
Council: 10.30 a. m, 
g H.D. 109 


Polish Delegation Dec, 5 

Secretariat-General 
• of the Peace 
Conference 

39 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 9 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

» H.n. MO 


MAIN SUBJECT 

App. A. Resolutions concerning Austria, 
danger of non-ratification of the 
Treaty of Versailles, Armenia, Russia, 
and German tankers. 

App, B, Note to M. Glemenceau with 
related documents relative to (a) 
customs control on the Franco-Ger- 
man and Belgo-German frontiers, (b) 
payment of German customs duties on 
a gold basis. 

[i. Cost of administration of Western 
Thrace.] 

2. Question of a Belgo-German conven- 
tion relative to the reimbursement of 
German marks held by Belgium. 

3. Rights of Poland to reparation, 

4. Questions remaining for settlement by 
the Supreme Council. 

5. Roumanian affairs, 

6. Sanction of purchase of Russian car- 
tridges in Germany for account of 
General TcherbatchefF. 

7. Refusal of a purchase of Russian car- 
tridges in Germany for account of 
Finland. 

App. C. Note concerning the rights of 
Poland to reparation. 

App. D. List of outstanding questions to 
be settled by the Supreme Council. 

1. Distribution of enemy warships, 

2. Drafting of the treaty between the 
Principal Allied Powers and Rou- 
raania for the protection of minorities ; 
protection of Jews in Roumania. 

3. Question of the reorganization of the 
Supreme War Council at V ersailles. 

[4. Execution of article 259 of the Treaty 
of Versailles.] 

5. Determination of frontiers between 
Hungary and Croatia. 

6. Employment of contingents from Togo 
and the Gameroons for the defence of 
metropolitan and colonial territories. 

7. Questions relative to the peace treaty 
with Hungary. 

8. Collection by Germany of customs 
duties in gold marks. 

g. Cost of the Allied armies of occupa- 
tion. 

10. Organization of the Commission for 
the distribution of rolling-stock and 
material belonging to the former 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. 

11. Composition of the Hungarian peace 
delegation. 

12. Farewell to Mr. Polk on his departure 
from Paris. 
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NO. AND NAME 


D.ATE 


M.AIN SUBJECT 


British Delegation 


Commission on Rou- 

M.AMIAN AND YUGO- 
SLAV Affairs 

M. Huszar 
Budapest 
No. 325 


40 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. HI 


Baron von Lersner 
Paris 
No. 58 


Secretariat-General 
of the Peace 
Conference 

French Delegation 

French Delegation 

Chancellor Renner 
Paris 


41 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
i-r.D. 112 


Dec. 8 App. A. Modified proposal i-egarding die 526 
distribution of enemy surface warships. 

Dec. 9 App. B. Draft orders for the Interallied 527 
Naval Commission for superintending 
the disposal of enemy warships. 

Dec. 9 App. D. Report concerning the Ixontiers 529 
between Hungary and Croatia. 

Dec. 4 App. F. Telegram to M. Cleinenccau 531 
requesting that the Roumanian au- 
thorities should release cerlaiu Ihin- 
garian officials in connexion with the. 
dispatch of the Hungarian peace 
delegation to Paris. 

Dec. 16 I. Coming into force of the tr<‘aly i\ilh 532 
Germany; delay in arrival of Biitisli 
contingents for the plebiseitt' areas. 

2. Restricted powers of the new .\.!neri- 532 

can Representative on the Suiirenie 
Council. 

3. Consideration of the German rejily 532 
to the Allied note of December 8 with 
regard to cjiiestions connected with 

the putting into force of the Treaty 
of Versailles. 

4. Question of the Vorariberg. 534. 

5. Provisioning of Austria. 535 

6. Hearing of Chancellor Renner on the -536 
economic .situation of Austria. „ 

Dec. 14 App. A. Note to M. Clemenceau rohitive 539 
to cjuestions connected witli the 
putting into force of the Treaty of ' 
Versailles and the sinking at Seapa 
Flow'. 

Dec. 15 App. G. Note reporting dt i iar.itions 541 
made by Baron von l.er.sm-r iviien 
communicating the above note to 
M. Dutasta. 

Dec. 12 App. D. Note on the tpu'^iinn of the -,42 
Vorariberg. 

App. E. Note concerning the d;tngt?rs of 543 
the disintegration of Austria. 

App. F. Declaration to the Supreme 5.15 
Council regarding the eritieal food 
situation in Austria. 

Dec. 17 ■ 1. Economic and financial assistance to 3,[f: 

the Au-strian Republic. 

2. Collection by Germany of fUstoms --.riO 
duties in gold marks. 

3. Report by M. Loucheur of a confer- 331 
ence between the Allied and German 
delegates on the subject of reparations 
claimed by the Supreme Ciotmeil ior 

the Scapa Flow sinking. 
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NO. AND N.AME 


DATE 


MAJN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


41 Continued 


42 Meeting of Supreme 

C OUN ciL : 10.30a .. m . 
H.D. 113 


Marshal Foch 
« Paris 


Colonel HIaskell 
* Caucasus 

French Deleg.ation 


43 Meeting of Supreme 
* Council: 3 p.m. 

H.D, 1 14 


Dec. 17 


Dec. 18 


Dec. 14 


Dec. 13 


Dec. 20 


4. Right of priority claimed by Yugo- 558 
slavia for reparations. 

[5. Protection of Allied nationals, bearers 559 
of banknotes issued by the Soviet 
Government of Hungaiy.] 

1. Situation in the Baltic Provinces; pro- 559 
posal by Marshal Foch that General 
Niessel should be charged with a mis- 
sion to Esthonia. 

2. Notification to Roumania and Poland 561 
of the frontier between Roumania and 
Eastern Galicia in Bukovina. 

3. Line of demarcation between the 563 
Government of General Denikin and 

the states of the Caucasus. 

[4. Repatriation of Bulgarian prisoners 564 
of war.] 

5. Distribution of enemy submarines; 564 
withdrawal of a reservation by M. 
Matsui. 

6. Conditions under which the German 564 
warships should be delivered to the 
Allies. 

7. ReportbyM. Loucheur of a conference 565 
between the Allied and German 
delegates concerning the reparation 
demanded for the Scapa Flow affair. 

App. A. Note to the Supreme Council on 568 
the German evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces and the proposed mission 
of General Niessel to Esthonia. 

App. G. Telegram reporting the conclu- 569 
sion of an agreement between Ar- 
menia and Azerbaijan. 

App, E. Memorandum on the conditions 570. 
under which the German warships 
should be delivered to the Allies. 

1. Compensation claimed by the Su- 571 
preme Council from the German 
Government for the Scapa Flow 
affair, 

2. Question of the signature of the proto- 572 
col between the Allied and Associated 
Powers and Germany; attitude of the 
United States, 

3. Conditions under which the German 574 
warships should be surrendered. 

4. Question of the Polish list of Germaxis 576 
accused of violating the laws of war. 

[5. Rights of Allied nationals, holders 577 
of banknotes issued by the Soviet 
Government of Hungary.] 

[6. Insertion in the Hungarian peace 577 
treaty of clauses relative to certain 
railways of common interest to Hun- 
gary and (a) Yugoslavia, {b) Rou- 
mania.]. 



NO. AND NAME DATE 

43 Continued Dec. 20 

Drafting Committee Dec. 19 

ORG.ANIZAT10N CoMMis- Dec. 17 

SION OF Mixed 
Tribunals 


French Delegation 

44 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 22 
Council: 10.30 a.rii. 

H.D. 1 15 


45 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 24 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 1 16 


Dec, 23 


Japanese Delegation 


M.AIN SUBJECT 

7. Diplomatic representation of Ger- 
many at Vienna. 

8. Transportation of Allied troops for the 
plebiscite zones of Germany. 

App. A. Note on the conditions for the 
surrender of German warships. 

App. B. Note regarding tlie list of Gi-r- 
mans accused of crimes contrary to 
the laws of war submitted Ijy the 
Polish Delegation; reply of the Dr.ift- 
ing Committee (Dec. 18) on this 
subject. 

App. F. Note regarding the (lijiloni.Tiic 
representation of Germany at \henna, 

1. Status of Eastern Galicia; stispcnsion 
of the 25-years mandate to Poland. 

2. Qiiestion of mandates li»r former 
German colonies. 

3. Negotiations relative to tlie Seapa 
Flow incident; attitude of the Briti.'.h 
Government. 

4. Demand of the Yugoslav D( -ley at ion 
for priority of treatment in tlu' matter 
of reparations. 

5. Adoption of two letters to the German 
Delegation on the subject of the col- 
lection by Germany of cusl:om.s duties 
in gold marks. 

6. Resumption of commercial relations 
with Roumania, 

[7. Inventory of the rolling-.stock on the 
Roumanian railways.] 

1. Question of the eneni)' \'es.sels to In;: 
allocated to Poland. 

2. Procedure witli regard to tlie cotKii- 
tions of the surrender of German 
rvarships. 

3. Negotiations with the Gmuan Dele- 
gation relative to tlie ]:n.n.ting into 
force of the. Treaty ol" W-r'-.iiile.-; and 
reparation for the .sinking at ,'se:ip;i 
Flow. 

4. Question of the enneoiatiou of tlu' 
first Council of the L.e.agne of N.nior.s, 

5. Discussion of draft eouvrniioiis rela- 
tive to certain mandates; Japanese 
reservation with regard La nain- 
dates. 

App. A. Notes of Uvo com ersatiuns ’oe- 
tween M. Duta.s!a atid ilan.n -eon 
Lersner on December 2;;. 

App. B. Part of a convention relating to 
the mandate for the portion < >f t aa n.an 
East Africa assigned to Great Ihitain. 

App. I. Note formulating iVMTv.ui-jn;* 
concerning the draft of Mand^ito “Cf. 
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589 
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591 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 

46 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 27 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

• H.D. I 17 


Swiss Legation Dec. 18 

Paris 

Drafting Committee 

47 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 29 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 1 18 


DiL'Afting Committee 

Dec , 3 1 

French Delegation 

Dec. 29 

Marshal Foch 

Paris 

Dec. 25 

Drafting Committee 

Dec, 24 

Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10,30 a.m. 
H.D. 1 19 

Dec. 30 


MAIN SUBJECT 

1. Negotiations with the German Dele- 
gation relative to reparation for the 
sinking at Scapa Flow. 

2. Transport of Allied troops for the 
plebiscite territories. 

3. Question of the enemy ships to be 
allocated to Poland. 

4. Conditions of delivery of German 
warships. 

5. Procedure for the accession of Switzer- 
land to the League of Nations. 

App. D. Aide-memoire concerning the 
accession of Switzerland to the League 
of Nations. 

App. E. Note concerning the adherence of 
Switzerland to the League of Nations. 

1 . Report by M. Dutasta of a conversa- 
tion with Baron von Lersner on the 
subject of the draft protocol. 

2. Situation in Klagenfurt. 

3. i\.djustment of the time period pro- 
vided for in xA.nnex 4 of Part VIII of 
the Treaty of Versailles. 

4. Procedure for the convocation of the 
first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

5. Conditions of the surrender of the 
German warships. 

6. The proposed mission of General 
Niessel to Reval; congratulation of 
General Niessel upon the successful 
conclusion of his mission to secure the 
German evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces. 

7. The rank of German diplomatic 
agents in neutral countries; irregular 
position of the German Minister at 
Caracas. 

App. A. Note relative to the conditions 
covei'ing the delivery of German war- 
ships. 

App. B. Note as to the material to be 
taken from German -warships. 

App. G. Note to M. Glemenceau relative 
to arrangements in connexion with 
General NiessePs proposed mission to 
Reval. 

App. D. Note relative to German diplo- 
matic representation in neutral coun- 
tries. 

I, Report of a conversation on Decem- 
ber 29 between M. Dutasta and Baron 
von Lersner with regard to the putting 
into force of the Treaty of \'ersailles 
and reparation for the sinking at 
Scapa Flow. 
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613 
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618 
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620 
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624 

626 

627 

628 

628 
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630 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 

48 Continued Dec. 30 


British Delegation 


Baron von Lersner Oct. 16 

Paris 
No. 23 

M. Pachitch Dec. 12 

Paris 


M. Serruys Dec. 27 

Paris 
No. 334. 

49 Meeting of Supreme Dec. 31 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 120 


MAIN SUBJECT 

2. Jurisdiction' of the Interallied Rhine- 
land High Commission over Ameri- 
can-occupied territory. 

3. Negotiations with German ex}3ens 
relative to the transport of .\llied 
troops in the jjlebiscite areas. 

4. Date of the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

5. Procedure for the convocation of the 
first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

6. Voting rights in SchIcsv^^ig. 

7. Instructions to the President of tin; 
Interallied Aeronautic;!] h.oinnus.-.io!* 
of Control lor Germany. 

8. Modihcations in the economic clauses 
of the peace trealy with llnngmA 
requested by the Yugoslav Oclegation. 

9. Determining the futuiT- agi-nda. 

App. A. Draft letter to Baron von Lersner 

containing assurances with regard to 
reparation for the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

App. C. Note to the Supreme Council 
concerning the jurisdiction of the 
Rhineland Pligh Comini.ssion o\'er 
American-occupied territory. 

App. D. Note to M. Ciemenceau regard- 
ing the voting rights of inhabitants of 
Schleswig in occupied territor)'. .. 

App. G. Note to M. Ciemenceau con- 
cei'ning Hungarian pi'operties in 
transferred territories as affecting - 
Yugoslav interests. 

App. H. Note to M. Duta.sta regarding 
Plungarian properties in tcrritoric.s 
transferred to Yugoslavia. 

1. Negotiations tvith Btiron vuii Lersner 
I'elative to the signing of the pnitocol 
and reparation for the sinking at 
.Scapa Flow. 

2. Report by General l.t^ Rfmd of 
negotiations with Gnman experts 
relative to the transfer of pow* rs m 
plebiscite areas. 

3. Protection of nationals of plclsi-scitc 
areas. 

4. Conditions of the advance tif fund.s il ■!• 
the expenses of Allied troops in tiic 
plebiscite areas. 

5. Adoption of a reply to the Swiits .nc>ti,: 
of December 18 concerning Swit;;cr- 
iand’s accession to the League of 
Nations. 

6. Arrangements for winding up the 
Interallied Commission of Rus.$iai! 
prisoners of war in Germany. 


pac;e 

632 

632 

634 



838 


<539 

640 

640 

{-42 

t'-}5 

b-jB 

tuj] 



NO. A 


DA.TE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Continued 


Drafting Committee 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 

General Niessel 
Tilsit 

No. 292 s/p 


Gener-'Vl Niessel 
Tilsit 

No. 203 s/e 


Marshal Foch 
, Paris 


Marshal Foch 


French Delegation 

M. Serruys 
Paris 


50 Meeting of Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. I 2 I 


Dec. 31 7. Violent treatment by German troops 653 

of members of Cieneral Niessel’s 
mission. 

8. German military measures in Upper 653 
Silesia, 

9. Position of the Comitats of Western 653 
Hungary; dispatch ' of an Allied 
mission. 

10. Question of the amendments to the 653 
economic clauses of the peace treaty 
with Plungary proposed by the 
Czechoslovak Delegation. 

11. The question of the Aland Islands. 654. 

Dec. 29 App. D. Draft reply to the Swiss note of 654 

December 18 relative, to the adherence 
of Switzerland to the League of Nations. 

Dec. T App. E. Two draft resolutions respecting 656 
the maintenance of Russian prisoners 
of war in Germany. 

Dec. II App. G. Note concerning violent treat- 657 
ment by German troops of members 
of the Interallied Commission in the 
Baltic States: transmits statement of 
attacks. 

Dec. 13 App. H. Note to M. Ciemenceau trans- 663 
mitting a copy of a letter from a 
delegation of Lithuanians concerning 
the retention of German troops in 
Memel and advancing Lithuanian 
territorial claims against East Prussia. 

Dec. 30. App. I. Draft telegram to General Nudant 664 
demanding the punishment of Ger- 
mans guilty of attacks against mem- 
bers of General NiessePs mission. 

Dec. 30 App. J. Note to M, Ciemenceau concern- 665 
ing German military concentrations in 
Upper Silesia; transmits a draft note 
on the matter to the German Govern- 
ment. 

Dec. 30 App. K, Note on the situation in the 667 
Comitats of Western Hungary. 

Dec. 26 App. L. Note to M. Dutasta regarding 667 
amendments proposed by the Czecho- 
slovakian Delegation to the economic 
clauses of the peace treaty with Hun- 
gary. 

Jan. 3 I. Negotiations with the German Dele- 66g 
gation concerning the protocol and 
reparation for the sinking at Scapa 
Flow, 

2. Negotiations with the German Dele- 670 
gation concerning the putting into 
force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

3. Powers of the Prisoners of War Com- 675 
mission. 
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NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


SO Continued Jan. 3 


Baron von Lersner Jan. i 
Paris 

No. a 1782 

Jan. 2 


American Embassy Jan. 2 

Paris 

General Franchet Dec. 21 

d’Esperey 
Constantinople 

51 Meeting of Supreme Jan. 5 

Council: 10.30 a.m, 

H.D. 122 




4. Arrangements for the convocation of 675 
the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

5. Evacuation of civilian population 677 
from districts abandoned by General 
Denikin’s army. 

6. Authorization of the oc(Tij)ation of 677 
the Bull district by Grec'k troops. 

[7. Procedure for giving interpretations 678 
of clauses of the peaca- tr(. ati<'s. ) 

8. Situation of General Yude!iitrh’.s 678 
army; General Niesscl’s propo-sed 
mission to Esthoiiia considereil un- 
necessary by the British Gnvernnieni:.' 

App. A. Note to M. Dulaslti regartiing G79 
the delivery of floating docks by 
Germany in reparation for the sinking 
at Scapa Flow. 

App. B. Three notes in connexion with 679 
negotiations with the German Dele- 
gation relative to the coming into force 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

App. D. Memorandum concerning the 681 
convocation of the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations, 

App. E. Telegram regarding the evacua- 682 
tion of civilian population from dis- 
tricts abandoned by General Denikin’s - 
army. , 

1. State of negotiations with the German 683 
Delegation concerning the protocol 

and the coming into force of the ' 
Treaty of Versailles. 

2. Conditions for a loan to the Au-strian 686 
Government; c[uestion of American 
participation. 

3. Assistance demanded by Gen<;:ral 688 
Denikin. 

4. Relations between ilie Estimnian 689 
Government and the army of (icucral 
Yudenitch. 

5. Authorization dtananded by the 691 
Polish Governmemt to bu)' arms and 
munitions in Germany. 

6. Question of the prohibition of enemy 692 
trade in Turkey, 

7. Adoption of a reply to the German ikx ] 
note of November 17 concerning the 
manufacture of aeronautif'.al mate-rial 

and the organization of aerial naviga- 
tion. 

8. Non-signature by Poland of flu- tirj.i 
declarations of December B modifying 

the financial arrangements uf St. 
Germain-en-Laye. 

9. . Preparation of the peace treaty with 695 

Hungary. 
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NO. AND NAME 

date 

51 Continued 

Jan. 5 

B.A.RON VON Lersner 
P aris 

No. 74 

Jan. 2 

.Organization Com- 
mittee OF the Re- 
PAR.AnoN Commission 

Dec. 29 

French Delegation 

Dec. 31 

French Deleg.ation 

Jan. 4 

British DELEG.AnoN 

Jan. 4 

French Delegation 

Jan. 3 

* French Delegation 

Dec. 30 


Polish Delegation Dec. 19 


52 Meeting of Supreme Jan. 6 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 123 


M. Glemengex\u Jan. 6 

Paris 


MAIN SUBJECT 

10. Use of the term ‘Allied and Associated 
Powers’. 

App. A, Draft note from the Supreme 
Council to the German Delegation 
regarding the signature of the protocol 
and reparation for the sinking at 
Scapa Flow. 

App. B. Note to M. Clemenceau relative 
to the allocation of Allied contingents 
to the plebiscite zones, Danzig and 
Memel. 

App. C. Note in regard to granting- 
credits to Austria. 


App. D. Note concerning assistance re- 
quested by General Denikin. 

App, E. Note concerning the enrolment 
of Bulgarians in General Denikin’s 
army. 

App. F. Note relative to General Niessel’s 
projected mission to Reval. 

.App. G. Note regarding the Polish 
Government’s request to buy arms 
and munitions in Germany. 

.App. H. Note on the prohibition of 
enemy trade in Turkey, enclosing a 
telegram of December 23 from the 
Allied High Commissioners. 

App. I. Note for transmission to the 
German Government concerning the 
manufacture of aeronautical material 
and the organization of aerial naviga- 
tion. 

App. K. Note to M. Dutasta protesting 
against modifications of the financial 
arrangement of St. Germain-en-Laye. 

1 . State of the negotiations with the 
German Delegation relative to the 
signature of the protocol and the entry 
into force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

2. Receipt of the reply of the Roumanian 
Government to the Supreme Council’s 
note of November 15. 

3. Representations to the Hungarian 
Government in favour of the com- 
munists condemned to death. 

4. Preparation of the peace treaty with 
Hungary. 

App. A. Note to Baron von Lersner re- 
jecting a German proposal to establish 
a frontier zone between Germany and 

Poland. 
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Commissions on Baltic 
,VND ON Polish 

Affairs 


App. G. Joint report concerning the 7 1, i 
transfer of sovereignty at Danzig ancL 
Memel. 

Commissions on Baltic 
AND ON Polish 

Affairs 


App. D. Bases for an arrangemeiiL uiih 712 
Germany concerning the transfer of 
sovereignty at Memel and Dan.-dg and 
their provisional administration. 

French Delegation 

Jan. 4 

App. E. Proposal to request the clemency 713 
of the Hungarian Govein.me’ii fir 



certain communist.s. 


I. Slate of negotiations with the German yi„j. 
Delegation relative to tiic protocol and 
reparation for the sinking at Scapa 
Flow. 

а. .'Vrrangenients for tlie ceremony of the 715 
signature of tlie pi’otocol and of i:iie 
prods-Vi’rbal of the depecsit of ratiii- 
catioirs of the 'I'reaty of \^er.saiilcs. 

3. Adoption of a note to the German 715 
Delegation regarding the pro\’isional 
replacement of United States repre- 
sentatives, particular!}' in connexion 
with Memel and Danzig. 

4. Concentration of German troops in 717 
West Prussia. 

5. Transport of Allied contingents in the 717 

plebiscite areas. , 

б. Arrangements relative to the occupa- 718 
tion of Sclileswig. 

7. Arrangements for the first meeting 718 
of the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

8. Expenses of the Rhineland Inter- 719 
allied High Commission to l)e a 
priority charge on German}'. 

Germ.ux Delegation Jan. 3 App. C. IMemorandum regarding the 719 

temporary rcj)lac<;nu'nl of d-unericaa 
I’epreseulativcs on ci)niinis''i(.)n^. l'Ci- 
stituted under tlw l'r<-aiy uf \'cr- 
saillcs. 

Germ.-\.n Delegation Jan. 8 App. D. General ob.serr atiuns regaivling y.\o 

the negotiations as to the tcrritoric.s 
of Memel and Danzig; question of 
American representation. 

Jan. 9 i\pp. Fj. Note from tlie Supreme Ciouncii 7a ! 

to Baron von i.ersner regarding tb.c 
provisional replacement of the United 
States representatives, particularh; in 
regard to Memel ancl Danzig, 

Jan. 6 App, F. Note to M. Clemenceau con- 722 
cerning German military conctmtra- 
tions in West Prussia ; transmits a 
note on this subject from the Polish 
Military Mission in France. 
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53 Meeting of Supreme Jan. 9 
Council: n.30 a.m. 

H.D. 124 
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PAGE 


54 Meeting of Supreme Jan. lo 
Council; 11.30 a.m. 

H.D. 125 


1. Use of native troops of Togoland and 
the Camerobns for the defence of the 
metropolitan and of the colonial 
territory. 

2. Constitution of an interallied military 
organization to function after the 
coming into force of the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

3. Situation in the Caucasus; question 
of Allied aid to the Caucasian States 
against Soviet forces. 

4. Organization of the work of the Con- 
ference; termination of the Council 
of Heads of Delegations. 


CHAPTER II 


Meetings in London and Paris of Allied Prime Ministers 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
December ii, 1919-Jamiary 21, 1920 


NO. AND 


N.\ME 


M.VIN SUBJECT 


55 Anglo-French Meet- 
ing: 3 p.m. 

London 

I.G.P. I 


Dec. 1 1 


1 . .Abandonment of the mandate system 
for Turkey in Asia other than the 
Arab portions. 

2. Constantinople and the Straits. 

3. Positions of Italy and Greece in Asia 
Minor. 

4. Question of Cilicia and Armenia; 
suggestion by M. Clemenceau for the 
financial control of Turkey. 

5. The Dodecanese; Mr. Lloyd George 
in favour of their attribution to 
Greece; Lord Curzon and M. Berthe- 
lot to examine jointly the British and 
French schemes for a settlement in 
Turkey. 

6. The question of oil; to be discussed 
by Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot. 

7. The attitude of the British and 
French Govei-nments towards the 
United States of ikmerica, 

8. The question of Palestine and Syria; 
Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot to 
confer with regard to the headwaters 
of the Jordan. 

9. The question of the Caucasus. 

10. General agreement of Mr. Lloyd 
George and M. Clemenceau with 
regard to Russia. 

11. Representation by M. Clemenceau 
as to the desirability of a more favour- 
able British attitude towards Poland. 

12. Alleged British influence in Hungary. 

13. Questions relating to Morocco and 
Eg^qjt; to be discussed by Lord Curzon 
and M. Berthelot. 
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735 

735 

735 

735 

735 
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55 Continued Dec. ii 14. Form of the guarantee of the neutrality 738 

of Belgium, , 

15. Position of Marshal Foch and the 738 
proposed constitution of an Allied 
Military Organization at Versailles. 

1. The question of the Adriatic; com- 739 
munication of the Allied note of 
December 9 to Signor Scialoja. 

2. Allied policy towards Russia. 744 


56 Meeting of Repre- Dec. 12 

SENTATrVES OF THE 

British Empire, 

France, U.S.A., and 
Italy: 11.30 a.m. 

London 


57 Anglo-French 

Meeting : 3.30 p.m. 

London 

i.c.p. 3 


58 Anglo-French Meet- 
ing: n a.m. 
London 
I.c.p. 4 


M. Clemenceau 
Paris 


U.S, Senate Com- 
mittee ON Foreign 
Rei.ations 
Washington 

59 Anglo-French Meet- 
ing: 3.30 p.m. 
London 
I.c.p. 5 


Dec. 12 I. Reparations: the proportion lor dis-* 748 
tribution. 

2. The presidency of the Reparation 749 
Commission. 

3. British stores in France. 750 

4. Loans to France. 75 1 

5. British supply of coal to France; the 751 
ciuestion of price. 

Dec. 13 I, Attitude of the United States of 754. 
America to the peace treaty. 

2. Information with regard to the Ger- 754 
man reply to the Allied note oi' 
December 8 relative to the protocol 

and reparation for the sinking at 
Scapa Flow. 

3. Signature of treaty by Roumania. 2'54 

4. Future of the Peace Conference; 754 
position of Marshal Foch. 

5. Enemy breaches of the laws of war ; 756 

preparation of lists of offenders. 

6. Question of the extradition and trial *^758 
of the former German Emperor. 

7. British supply of coal to France. 760 

8. Japanese representation at the meet- 761 
ings in London. 

9. Question of reparation; French claim 781 
to priority. 

10. Allied policy towards Russia. * 764 

11. Question ofpetrol; Briti.sh and French 765 
experts to confer. 

Dec. 9 App. I. Draft Anglo-French declaration 766 
concerning the re.servations of the 
American Senate to the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

App. 2. Reservations to the Treaty of 770 
Versailles. 


Dec. 13 I. Agreement upon Allied policy in 773 
Russia. 

2. Agreement upon the future of du' 77;:; 
Peace Conference. 

3, Breaches of the laws of war; appoint- 774, 
meat of an Allied committee to rc.ise 

the lists of the accused. 
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59 Continued Dec. 13 4. Agreement to proceed with the de- 774 

• mand for the surrender of the former 

German Emperor. 

5. Allied policy as regards Siberia; the 774 
question of Japane.se intervention. 


6® Meeting of Allied Dec, 13 
Represent.atives : 

4.30 p.m. 

London 
i.c.p. 6 


61 Anglo-French Meet- Dec. 13 
ing; 5.30 p.m. 

London 

I.C.P. 7 


Dec. 13 


1. Agreement upon Allied policy in 775 
Russia and upon the method of its 
announcement. 

2. Agreement upon the future of the 778 
Peace Conference. 

3. Enemy breaches of the laws of war. 778 

1. Approval of an Anglo-French Econo- 779 
mic Agreement relative to the func- 
tioning of the Reparation Commission, 

the allocation of reparations paid by 
Germany, and the issue of a French 
loan in London. 

2. Agreement upon the need for the 780 
consent of the British Dominions 
before the British Government finally 
approved the iDroposed distribution 

of reparation as between France and 
the British Empire. 

3. Agreement to complete the Allied 780 
negotiations before making a state- 
ment upon the above subject. 

App. A. Anglo-French Economic x'^gree- 780 
ment relative to the functioning of the 
Reparation Commission, the alloca- 
tion of reparations paid by Germany, 
and the issue of a French loan in 
London. 


62 Resolutions adopted Dec. 11-13 A. Allied policy in Russia. 782 

AT THE Allied B. Future of the Peace Conference. 782 

Meetings in London C. Enemy breaches of the laws of war. 783 

I.c.p. 8 D. Demand for the surrender of the 783 

* * former German Emperor. 

E, Economic questions; communique to 783 
be issued regarding the working of the 
Reparation Commission, the issue of 
a French loan in London, and the 
export of British coal. 

Question of the attitude of the United 784 
States to the peace treaty. 

Preparation of the peace with Turkey; 784 
Lord Gurzon to consult with M. 
Berthelot. 

Arrangement for a meeting between 784 
French and British petrol experts. 


63 Meeting of Allied 

Jan. 9 The question of the Adriatic; communica- 785 

Representatives : 

tion to Signor Nitti of proposals by 

12.15 P-®- 

Mr. Lloyd George. 

Paris 


I.C.P. 9 
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MAIN SUHJliUT 


64 Meeting of British, Jan. lo 

French, and Italian 
RepresentatU'ES ; 
n.50 a.m. 

Paris 
i.c.iL ro 

Signor Nmi Jan. 10 

Paris 

65 Meeting of the Jan. 10 

Council of Foreign 
Ministers : Noon 
Paris 

C.M. I 


Military Representa- Jan. 7 

TIVES OF THE SUPREME 

War Council 
P aris 

Commission on Rou- Jan. 9 

manian and Yugo- 
slav Affairs 

66 Meeting OF British, Jan, 10 

French, and Italian 
RepiiesenTxItives : 

4.30 p.m. 

Paris 
I.C.P. 1 1 

67 Meeting OF British, Jan, la 

French, and Italian 
Represent ATH'Es ; 

1 1 a.m. 

Paris 

I.C.P. 12 

68 Meeting of BRiTisa, Jan. 12 

French, and Italian 
Representatives ; 

3 p.m. 

Paris 
I.C.P. 13 

69 Meeting of the Jan, 13 

Council of Foreign 
Ministers: ii a.m, 

Paris 

: ' C.M. 2 , 


The question of the Adriatic; discussion 786 
of the reply presented by Signor Nitti. , 


App. Memorandum regarding the ques- 789 
tion of the Adriatic. 

1. Rejection of Czechoslovak and Yugo- 793 
Slav requests for modifications to the 
military clauses of the Piungarian 
peace ti-eaty. 

2. Exploitation of the mines of Poes, *793 

3. Financial questions in connexion 794 
with the draft Hungarian peace 
treaty. 

4. Date of the first meeting of tiie 795 
Council of the League of Nations. 

5. Situation in the Caucasus; Allied 796 
recognition de. facto of the Govem- 
ments of Georgia and Azerbaijan. 

6. Qiiestion of the surrender of the 797 
former German Emperor. 

App. A. Report on the modifications to 790 
the military clauses of the Hungarian 
peace treaty requested by the C-zecho- 
slovak and Yugoslav Delegations. 

App. B. Report concerning the exploita- 85 1 
tion of the Pecs mines. 0 


The cpiestion of the Adriatic; hearing of 803 
M, Trumbic. " 


The question of the Adriatic; continued^ 815 
hearing of M. Trumbic. 


The question of the Adriatic; statemenl 823 
by Signor Nitti. 


1. The legal relation of Croatia-Slovenla B33 
to Hungary. 

2. Draft treaty of peace with liungary: tig.q 
question of tiie regulation of cniaib, 

by Yugoslavia, 

3. Draft treaty of peace with tlungory: 836 
modification of article 207. 
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PAGE 


69 Continued Jan. 13 4. Question of the prohibition of enemy 

trade in Turkey. 

5. Cost of the Interallied Rhineland 
High Commission. 

6. Distribution of enemy surface war- 
ships, submarines, and port material. 

7. Question of the publication of the 
records of the Peace Conference. 

8. American representation on the Inter- 
allied Naval Commission of Control 
for Ger-many. 

9. Organization of the Conference; pro- 
posal by Lord Curzon to terminate the 

» Council of Foreign Ministers. 


D-rcAFTiNG CcatMiTTEE Jan. 12 


Financial Commission Dec. 29 
Financial Commission Jan. 12 


Sf.CRETARIAT-GENERAL 


British Delegation Jan. 1 2 


70 JifEETiNG OF British, Jan. 13 

“ French, .and Italian 

Representatives: Jan. 13 

3 p.m. 

Paris 
i.c.p. 14 

71 Meeting of British, Jan. 14 

French, and Italian 
Representatives : 

1 1 a.m. 

Paris 
I.c.p. 15 


App. A. Note on the legal relation of 
Groatia-Slovenia to Hungaiy and 
relevant financial considerations. 

App. B. Note concerning the legal rela- 
tion of Croatia-Slovenia to Flungary. 

App. G. Note relative to the regulation of 
entails in territories transferred from 
Hungary to Yugoslavia. 

App. G. Note requesting that the Govern- 
ment of United States be asked 
whether it accepts the proposed dis- 
tribution of enemy surface warships, 
submarines, and port material. 

App. H. Note relative to a general com- 
pilation of the acts of the Conference, 
together with a note of September 23 
from the Drafting Committee. 

App. I. Memorandum regarding the 
question of American representation 
on the Naval Interallied Commission 
of Control for Germany. 

The Adriatic question; discussion with 
the Yugoslav Delegation. 

App. A. Memorandum regarding the 
Adi'iatic question communicated to 
the Yugoslav Delegation. 


1. The Adriatic question; alteration to 
the memorandum communicated to 
the Yugoslav Delegation. 

2. Arrangement to receive representa- 
tives of the Hungarian Peace Delega- 
tion. 

3. Commercial policy in Russia ; hearing 
of I'epresentatives of the co-operative 
movement in Russia. 

4. Tabling of draft notes to the Nether- 
lands Government relative to the 
surrender of the former German 
Emperor. 
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73 


NO. AND NAME DATE 

Meeting of British, Jan. 14 
French, and Italian 
Representatives: 

4 p.m. 

Paris 
i.c.P. 16 

Yugoslav Delegation Jan. 14 


Meeting of British, Jan. 1 
French, and Italian 
Representatives : 

3 p.m. 

Paris 


main subject 

Conditions for the communication of 


876 


the Hungarian peace terms. 

2. The Adriatic question; discussion of' 876 
the reply of the Yugoslav Delegation. 


App. 3. Reply to the memorandum of 883 
January 13 regarding the question of 
the Adriatic. 

1. Adoption of a note to the Netherlands 884 
Government relative to the surrender 

of the former German Emperor. , 

2. Formula to be adopted for the be- 883 
ginning of the above note to the 
Netherlands Government. 

3. Enemy breaches of the law.s of war; 886 
reduction of the lists of accused. 

4. Agreement to hear Count Apponyi on 887 
behalf of the Hungarian Peace Dele- 
gation. 

5. Qiiestion of Belgian participation in 888 
the Military Council at Versailles. 

6. Continuance of the Allied Military 889 
Organization at Versailles. 


French Delegation 

Jan. 12 

App. I. Draft note to the Netherlands 
Government requesting the surrender 
of the former German Emperor. 

889 

Drafting Committee 

Jan. 10 

App. 2. Draft note to the Netlierlands 
Government on the same subject. 

890 

Mr. Lansing 

Paris 

June 26 

App. 3. Draft note to the Netherlands 
Government on the same subject. 

JI91 

Count Apponyi 

Neuilly 

Jan. 14 

App. 4. Note to M. Clemcnceau witii 
regard to arrangements for receiving 
the conditions of peace with liungar) . 

892 

Count Apponyi 

Neuilly 

Jan. 14 

App. 5. Note to M. Clemenceau reque.'-.i,- 
ing that he might be heard by the 
Allied representatives . 

892 

Meeting of American, 
British, French, .and 
Italian Representa- 
tives: 10.30 a.m. 

Paris 

I.c.P. 18 

Jan. 16 

1. Enemy breaches of the laws of war. 

2. Allied agreement to enter into ti'ading 
i*elations writh the co-operali\ e laow- 
ment in Russia. 

3. The situation in the Caucasus. 

894. 

896 

Committee on the 
Reopening of Certain 
Trading Relations 
WITH THE Russian 
People 

Jan. 15 

App. I. Report on measure.s to be lakcn. 

89C 

M. Berthelot 

Paris 

Jan. 16 

App. 2. Draft press communique regard- 
ing the reopening of certain traditig 
relations with the Rus.sian people. 

899 
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75 Meeting of Allied 

Representatives : 
2.30 p.m. 

Paris 
i.G.p. ig 

76 Meeting of Allied 

Representatives ; 
4 p.m. 

Pans 
i.c.p. 20 


77 Meeting of Allied 
Representatives : 
10.30 a.m. 

Paris 
I.c.p. 21 


Allied Milit.\ry 
Committee 
Paris 


78 Meeting of Allied 
Representatives : 
10.30 a.rn, 

« • Paris 

I.c.p. 22 


Jan, 16 Hearing of Count Apponyi regarding the 900 
conditions of peace with Hungary. 


Jan. 16 I. Commercial policy towards Russia; 91 1 
approval of a communique to the 
press. 

2. Arrangements for the communication 91 1 
to the Netherlands Government of 
the note requesting the surrender of 
the former German Emperor. 

Jan. 16 App. A. Communique to the press con- 912 
cerning the reopening of certain 
trading relations with the Russian 
people. 

Jan. 15 App. B. Note to the Netherlands Govern- gi2 
ment demanding the delivery of the 
former German Emperor for trial. 

Jan. 19 I. Commercial policy with Russia; 914 
economic questions relative thereto 
referred to the Supreme Economic 
Council. 

2. Situation in the Caucasus; hearing of 915 
Caucasian representatives ; question of 
Allied aid; recognition de facto of the 
Gov’-ernment of Armenia. 

Jan. 12 App. Report on the situation created in 925 
Caucasus by the defeat of General 
Denikin’s armies and on measures to be 
taken to enable the Caucasian repub- 
lics to resist the Soviet forces, together 
with a note on this subject from the 
British Delegation. 

Jan. 20 I. Adoption of the list of persons accused 927 
of war crimes. 

2. Adoption of a telegram to Washing- 928 
ton concerning Russian affairs. 

[3. Judicial administration of Thrace.] 928 

4. Question of the admission of Switzer- 929 
land to the League of Nations; hearing 

of M. Ador. 

5. The affairs of Roumania and Hun- 932 
gary; discussion with M. Vaida- 
Voevod. 

6. Question of Bessarabia; discussion 936 
with M. Vaida-Voevod. 

7. Question of the defence of Poland 938 
against Soviet forces. 

8. Allied contingents for the occupation 038 
of plebiscite zones. 

9. Question of the Adriatic; statement 942 
by Signor Nitti. 

App, A, Draft telegram to the French 944 
Ambassador in Washington for sub- 
mission to the American Government 
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78 Co?itinued 


Jan. 20 regarding the proposed reopening of 

trading relations with co-operativf 
societies in Russia. 


79 Meeting of Allied 
Representatives : 
6.30 p.m. 

Paris 
i.c.p. 23 

Committee on Allied 
Contingents for 
Plebiscite Zones 


Jan. 20 I. .Allied contingents in plebiscite areas. 946 

2. Functioning of Delimitation Com- 949 
mittees. 

3. The cjuestion of the Adriatic ; farewell 950 
tributes to M. Clemenceau ; di.scussion 
ivith the Yugoslav representatives. 

Jan. 20 App. A. Report on the furnishing of Allied 956 
contingents for plebiscite zones. 


Baron von Lersnbr Jan. ig 
Paris 


M. Clemence.'\u Jan. 20 

Paris 


SO Meeting of British, Jan. 21 
French, Itallan, .and 
Japanese Represen- 
tatives: II a.m. 

Paris 
C.M. 3 


British Deleg.ation 


M. Berthelot 
Paris 


App. B. Note to M. Clemenceau dis- gfid 
claiming responsibility for llu; elli-cis 
of the postponement of the transport 
of Allied troops to the plebiscite zuues. 

App. C. Letter to Baron von Lersncr re- o.-y/ 
garding the transport of Allit'd troops 
for plebiscite zones. 

1 . Adoption of a reply to Mr. Lansing’s 958 
memorandum of January 20 relative 

to the question of the Adriatic. 

2. Question of the entry of Switzerland g6i 
into the League of Nations. 

3. Arrangements for the termination of 963 
the main session of the Peace Con- 
ference and for the functioning of the ‘ 
Conference of Amba.ssadoi's. '• 

4. The Turkish question; decision to C)65 

invite the co-operation of the LTriited 
States. ^ 

5. Frontiers of Italy and Yugoslavia. 967 

.App. A. Draft reply to Mr. I.ansing’s 968 
memorandum of Januatyf 20 relatii’e 
to the question of the Adriatic. 

App. B, Draft reply to the same memo- 
ranclum. * 
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CHAPTER I 


Concluding Proceedings of the Supreme Council 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
(Heads of Delegations) 

October 16, 1919 — January 1O5 1920 

No. 1 

H. D. 71 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room, at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris ^ on Thursday^ 
October 16, igig^ at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

Fra 7 ice: M. Pichon; secretaries, M, Dutasta, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 
Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigii. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

* Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned. 
U.SA.: Mr. G. Russell, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

* British Empire: General Sackville-West, Sir George Clerk, Mr. Leeper, 
Mr. Forbes-Adam, Capt. G. Lothian Small. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

i^. Mr. Polk said that a telegram had just been received from the Inter- 
allied Military Mission at Budapest dated the 14th October. 
Telegram from j-jg desired that the telegram (see Appendix A) should be 

f. . placed before the Council and be considered before the question 
Military Mission ^ ^ 

at Budapest George Clerk s mission was discussed. 

M. Mantoux then read the text of the telegram. 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to call attention to the fact that the telegram 
expressed the opinion of the four Generals at Budapest. He thought that the 
question of the reply should be considered at once. The telegram was 
addressed, not to the American delegation, but to the Supreme Goimcil. If 
the telegram required an answer, as he thought it did, the question was to 
decide as to the nature of the answer. 

M, PiGHON agreed that the telegram could not be left unanswered. It was 
important that the demand of the Interallied Military Mission should be 
fulfilled. He considered that the Generals should be given entire satisfaction. 
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Mr. Polk said that at the same time that the telegram had been received 
his attention had been called to a press despatch from Budapest, which stated 
that it was rumoured in both Austria and Hungary that the members of the 
Interallied Military Mission were on the point of resigning, because they felt 
that they had not received adequate support from the Supreme GoiinciL 

M. PiGHON said he did not see how this demand could be made. In 
any event, it was important to beware of rumours. In point of fact, the 
Supreme Council had replied to the previous telegrams of the Interallied 
Military Mission and had taken the views of the Mission into full considera- 
tion. Up to the present time the Interallied Military Mission hac! never 
transmitted to the Council a telegram so precise in its statements anti so far- 
reaching in its consequences. lie considered it essential to act'cde tu-’ tin.' 
wishes of the Interallied Military Mission, namely, tliat tlic Roumanian 
Government should be asked to evacuate Plungary forthwitli. He wished to 
point out, however, the grave situation which would be almost certain to 
result in Hungary following the retirement of the Roumanian army of occupa- 
tion. The question of arming a police force of sufficient size to enforce order 
was not mentioned in the telegram, and the Military Mission had made no 
suggestions in regard to this matter. He asked whether the Military Mission 
had made any proposals relative to the organizing of a police force before tlie 
evacuation should take place. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the Military Mission had already asked for 
10,000 rifles for the purpose of organizing a police force. 

M. PiCHON said that he had not been present at the last meeting of tjie 
Council where the subject had been discussed. Pie understood, lioM-ever, 
that Sir George Clerk had already proposed the immediate evacuation of 
Hungary by the Roumanian forces. 

M. DE Saint Qitentin said that Sir George Clerk had proposed tlie evacuia- 
tion of Hungary by the Roumanians, but that he had also insisted upon tlie 
necessity of the establishment of a Government which could maintain order 
and be recognized by the Allied and Associated Powers. (See ii. d. 67.)* 

Mr. Polk said that he did not understand that the report ad\oca(eLl that 
the Roumanians should remain in Plimgary until a stable Gu\-<;n!nu-iii uas 
established. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Allied and Associated (iu\ cinmems 
had already addressed the Roumanian Government on the subj<'ci oi' the 
evacuation of Hungary. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought that the Council had already insisted that 
the Roumanian military authorities form the police of Himgary and dam 
withdraw. It was most important that the Roumanians .slu>u!(l noi awaii 
the establishment of a suitable Government. 

M. PiGHON asked who should give orders to the police. 

Mr. Polk said that the Interallied Military Mission had already reported 
that the Government of M. Friedrich were prepared to organize a ]joiice 
force. ' . 

/ See Vol. I, No, 7i,aTxmute 7. 
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M. PiGHON pointed out that the Council had .already considered the draft 
of a telegram to M. Friedrich telling him that he should withdraw and per- 
mit someone else to form a government. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought it was important not to mix the two 
questions. So far as he was concerned, he was not in a position to accept a 
form of action which would enable the Roumanian forces to remain until 
a satisfactory Government had been established. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Allied and Associated Governments 
had already told the Roumanian Government that they must withdraw their 
military forces from Hungary. 

(Fie then read an extract from the Note to the Roumanian Government 
^see Appendix B to h. d. 68),^ in which a definite demand upon the 
Roumanians to withdraw their military forces from Hungary was made.) 

He said that he considered that it was most important to inform the Inter- 
allied Military Mission at Budapest that this demand had been made of the 
Roumanian Government. 

M. PiCHON said that it was of equal importance to see that the Roumanian 
Government carried out the measures in question. 

Mr. Polk said that he hoped that the matter could be cleared up. He 
wished to ask whether the rifles were to be delivered to the Hungarian police 
at the present time, and whether the Roumanian forces were to withdraw at 
the present time, whatever the Government in Hungary might be. 

M. PiGHON replied in ' the affirmative. 

•M. Sgialoja asked whether the Interallied Military Mission had been 
inforrfied of the telegram sent to Bucharest. 

M. PiGHON replied that they had not been informed, but that they ought 
to be informed immediately. 

Mr. Polk said that he understood that a decision had been taken at the 
meeting of the Council on the nth October- to inform the Interallied Military 
Mission of the Note to the Roumanian Government. 

M. PiGHON said that the resolution had not been drafted in this sense, but 
that the decision should be communicated to the Interallied Military Mission, 
as it would be the best reply to their telegram. 

Mr, Polk said that he wished to express the hope that the Supreme 
Council would not forget that possibly six weeks ago, certainly four, the 
Roumanian military authorities had been told to deliver the necessary rifles 
to the police. The Council were aware that the Roumanians had never done 
this. M. Misu had informed him that the Hungarians had plenty of rifles 
from Field-Marshal Mackensen’s supply. In point of fact this was not the 
case. The Roumanians were unwilling to carry out the wishes of the Supreme 
Gouncii. 

M. PiGHON said that Marshal Foch had been informed on the loth October 
by Colonel Dimitrescu that the Roumanian High Command had some time, 
before placed at the disposal of Colonel Yates for the Hungarian gendar- 
merie 10,000 rifles and 40 machine guns. 1,000 rifles had already been 
2 Vol. Ij No. 72. 
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delivered and the rest was guarded by Roumanian troops until such time as 
they should be delivered. Colonel Dimitrescu added that Colonel Yates, the 
United States Military Attache at Bucharest, had been charged by the Inter- 
allied Military Mission with the creation of a Hungarian gendarmerie. The 
Roumanian troops had begun their withdrawal from Hungary. 

Mr. Polk said that in his opinion it was delightfully typical of the Rou- 
manians that of 10,000 rifles, 9',ooo had not been delivered. 

Sir George Clerk said that on the 20th September M. Diamandi and 
General Mardarescu had promised to turn over the rifles and nrachine guns 
for the use of the Hungarian gendarmerie. As far as he was aware they liacl 
not delivered a single rifle or machine gun. 

Mr. Polk said that they had delivered 1,000 rifles which might be useful 
for parade purposes, but which could not shoot. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that substantially there was no additional informa- 
tion in the telegram now before the Supreme Council. The point was that 
the Supreme Council had not communicated to the Generals the Note to tlie 
Roumanian Government; that the Generals therefore were unaware when 
they sent this telegram of the steps that the Supreme Council had already 
taken. He had no desire to doubt the evidence of the Interallied Mission, 
but the evidence was largely collected from Hungarian sources. For this 
reason he did not consider that their report was altogether satisfactory since 
the Roumanians might have some explanation to make. In their telegram 
the Interallied Military Mission had mentioned the names of several towns 
as lying in territory which was to be ceded to Roumania under the terms^of 
the Treaty of Peace. As a matter of fact some of the towns in question Vould 
remain in Hungarian territory. He did not think that the report should be 
accepted as gospel. 

Sir George Clerk said that he wished to add that on the night before lie 
had left for Bucharest M. Misu had come to see him. He had pointed out to 
M. Misu how impossible the conduct of the Roumanian authorities luu! 
been, as for example, in the case of the Museum at Budapest. M. Misu then 
turned to M. Vaida and asked him for the official explanation. M. YaicU 
had then produced a telegram from his Government stating that the Rou- 
manian Government had only wished to recover archives belonging to tluun 
which had been carried off from [?to] Budapest, tie did not \ ouch for the 
truth of this explanation, which had not been investigated: it simply went to 
show that such incidents might have satisfactory explanations. 

Mr. Polk said that the explanation which the Roumanians had made Kj 
the Interallied Military Mission was that the material in qiu'stion was 
Transylvanian property, and they wished to take it as they expected 
acquire Transylvania. He wished to emphasize the point, howe^ei-, that as 
the four Powers had sent four representatives to Budapest, there vras no 
reason why the Roumanians should not make their explanations to ilicm. 
He felt that the Council should either accept the statements of tlic Gtaunals 
OT else recall them,. Personally he had great faith in General Bandhohz. 
The fact that the Roumanian Officials made their explanations outside of 
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Budapest was decidedly unjust to the Interallied Military Mission and placed 
them in an impossible position. 

Sife Eyre Crowe said he agreed. He said further that the Council should 
insist that the explanation of the Roumanian authorities should be made to 
the Interallied Military Mission. The point which he had wished to raise 
was this: a note had been despatched to the Roumanian Government and 
the Council had not yet heard their side. He wished to emphasize the neces- 
sity of waiting until a reply from the Roumanian Government had been 
received, as he did not believe that conditions were any worse than the 
Council already knew them to be. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council agreed as to the necessity of informing 
the Interallied Military Mission of the note to the Roumanian Government. 

(It was decided: 

to communicate to the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest the text 
of the note from the Principal Allied and Associated Governments to the 
Roumanian Government approved by the Supreme Council on the 
lltli October (h. d. 68).^ ) 

2. M. PiGHON said that Mr. Polk had not considered it advisable to transmit 
a telegram to M. Friedrich but to send a representative of the 
^eor^Tc{efh\o Budapest. The instructions to be given to Sir George 

Budapest ' Clerk were contained in the draft telegram to M. Friedrich 
which had been previously discussed by the Council (see 
Appendix G, h. d. 68).^ 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to suggest two changes in the text. In the 
first paragraph it was stated that the Allies had waited in the hope that the 
Government of M. Friedrich, recognizing its inability to rneet the conditions 
required by the principal Allied and Associated Powers, would either include 
representatives of all parties in Hungary or withdraw from office. He thought 
that instead of speaking of ‘all parties’ it would be better to substitute the 
words, ‘the several parties’. In the second paragraph he wished to suggest 
that the words ‘in the view of the Allied and Associated Powers’ be omitted. 

M. PiGHON said that it had been agreed to inform the Interallied Military 
Mission in regard to Sir George Clerk’s departure for Budapest. He thought 
that Sir George Clerk should be charged to inform the Generals as to the 
discussion which had taken place in the Council on that day and to inform 
them that the Council were resolved to do all that was necessary to make the 
Roumanian Government follow the line of action which had been decided 
upon. 

(At this point Sir George Clerk left the meeting.) 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to raise a question which he had hesitated 
to mention in Sir George Clerk’s presence. He understood that as Sir George 
Clerk was proceeding to Budapest as a representative of the principal Allied 
and Associated Powers the necessary expenses in connection with his mission, 
amounting to whatever sum Sir George Clerk in his discretion might consider 
necessary and proper, would be paid by the Allied and Associated Powers. 


5 



M, PiCHON said that lie thought that the British Government should pay 
the necessary expenses and that the amount in question should then be divided 
between the Powers interested. 

Mr. Polk said that Sir George Clerk was going to Budapest as the repre- 
sentative of the Supreme Council and it would be unfortiinal:c if die im|)rt‘s- 
sion should obtain ill Roumania or Hungary that the Council wein dissulisiicxi 
with the Interallied Military Mission. He thought that a formal starement 
should be made to the four Generals which should contain the reasons why 
Sir George Clerk was going to Budapest. 

M. PicHON said that the Council had already decided to notify tiu' four 
Generals at Budapest of Sir George Clerk’s mission (see h. d. 69," minute 3). 

Mr. Polk pointed out that Sir George Clerk’s mission would be known 
to the press. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk was being sent to Budapest 
because it had been thought inadvisable by sending a telegram to give tlie 
appearance of mixing in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

M. PiGHON said that he did not approve of giving any statement to the 
press. In any mention of Sir George Clerk’s mission, lie would onl)' be 
referred to as being charged with a special mission to Budapest on behalf of 
the Supreme Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked that Sir George Clerk’s date of departure rniglit 
be fixed for the following Saturday. 

(It was decided: » 

(1) that Sir George Clerk should proceed to Budapest as the speciahrepre- 

sentative of the Principal .Allied and Associated .Powers. (See 
H. D. 69,^ minute 3) ; 

(2) that Sir George Clerk should be directed to connnuniciile wiliffthe 

several Hungarian political parties and that in Ins nus.^ion he siioulti 
be guided by the spirit of the views of the Allied and As-ociated 
Powers as expressed in the draft telegram to .;M. Frie(iri('l! 
Appendix C to H. D. 68), ^ with the following alterations in tlie irxt ; 
for the words ‘all partie.s’ (line 12)''' the words 'the sc\’(‘ral [tarUes" 
should he substituted, ami in lines 17 and 18'“' 'in the vie\s of' {|n» 
Allied and Associated Powers’ should he omitted ; 

(3) that Sir George Clerk should inform the four Gtmerats at Budapest of 

the discussion wliicli had taken place in the SupreEiu' Couneii on 
that day and that the Council were resolve<l to do all tiiat 'vvas neces- 
sary to make the Roumanian Government follow the line* of 
required of them ; 

(4) that such funds as Sir George Clerk might, in his di.sennioa. eoa-ider 

necessary and proper for the expenses of the mission he paid 

by the British Government and subsequently shared h\ the Prinei- 
pal Allied and Associated Governments ; 

(5) that the Interallied Military Mission at Budapest should be noiilied by 

telegraph of Sir George Clerk’s mission ; 

■5 VoL I, No. 73. ‘MJeiubci' df. 

5 Line 9 of the printed text. & Lines 13 and 14 of die piiiued U:xi. 
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(6) tiiat th.e only statement which should he made with regard to Sir 
George Clerk’s mission was that he had been despatched to fulfil a 
special mission at Budapest on behalf of the Supreme Council.) 


3. (The Gouncii had before it a Note of the loth October from M. Politis'^ 
to M. Glemenceau, (see Appendix B).®) 

Protest^ the ^ OuENTiN read and commented upon the note 

Greek Delemhon . . ^ 

agaimt the failure question. 

of the Inter-Allied M. PiGHON said that he thought it was a difficult matter for 
Mission of Inquiry the Council to give instructions from Paris. If witnesses had 
at Srnyrna^ to com- given testimony under a promise of secrecy, he did not see 
mimicate infmnn- Council could absolve the Commission from the 

representative promises which they might have made. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Council had made 
an engagement to M. Venizelos.^ 

M. SciALOjA said that when the Gouncii had given the undertaking to 
M. Venizelos they were not aware that the Commission had promised cer- 
tain witnesses that their testimony would be held as secret. 

Sir Eyre Groove said that he had just received a telegram from the British 
High Commissioner at Constantinople on the subject. The telegram con- 
firmed the fact that the Commission had decided to take certain evidence in 
camera for the purpose of obtaining reliable information and avoiding reprisals. 
A definite promise had been made to certain witnesses. On the other hand, 
the Gouncii had given an undertaking to the Greek Government. 

M. PiCHON said that the Gouncii were not to blame for what had occurred. 


? Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs and Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Con- 
ference. 

® Not printed. In this note M. Politis referred to the decision of the Supreme Council of 
September 30, 1919 (see Vol. I, No, 68, minute 6), as communicated to M. Venizelos, and 
reported that the Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna had nevertheless ‘limited itself to 
sending to Colonel Mazarakis a statement of the facts established by it without communi- 
cating to him the depositions of the witnesses regarding which it informed him by a letter 
(fated October 7th that those depositions “had been made under the promise of absolute 
secrecy and that it would be impossible for it to communicate them without breaking its 
promise”. 

‘Colonel Mazarakis replied, in conformity with the instructions of the Greek Government, 
that it was indispensable for him to see the whole dossier as the Supreme Council had 
decided. 

‘I am informed that the promise referred to by the Commission was not taken with all 
the witnesses : to the Greek witnesses the Commission only recommended discretion without 
promising anything to them. However it may be, after having deprived the Representatives 
of the Greek Government of the right of legitimate defence prescribed by justice, the 
Commission of Inquiry, in spite of the instructions of the Supreme Gouncii, has gone as far 
as to surround its procedure with an absolute secrecy, even as regards Colonel Mazarakis. 

‘In the name of the Greek Government, I feel obliged to protest against that unjust and 
arbitrary decision and I appeal to the equity of the Supreme Council, so that, in conformity 
with its decision of December 30th, the Commission of Inquiry be formally invited to 
communicate to Colonel Mazarakis the depositions of the witnesses, even if strictly confi- 
dential.’ 

See Vol. I, No. 68, minute 6. 
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He thought the only possible compromise was to inform the Greek Delega- 
tion that the testimony taken after the instructions of the Supreme Gopncil 
had been received, would be placed at the disposal of the Greek Governments 
The Supreme Council were not in a position to give an undertaking as to 
previous promises made by the Commission of Inquiry. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed that this compromise would seem the best means 
of solving the difficulty. 

Mr. Polk asked as to the nature of the promise made by the Supreme 
Council. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that the undertaking in question was contained 
in a resolution of the Supreme Council. (See H. d. 64, Minute 6.*^) 

(It was decided : 

that, owing to pledges of secrecy given hy the Coiniiiissioii of Inquiry at 
Smyrna to certain witnesses, the Commission be not obliged to communi- 
cate to the representative of the Greek Government, in its entirety, the 
evidence given by these witnesses before the receipt of the terms of the 
resolution of the 30th September (see H. d. 64).®) 

4. (The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation of the 
Repatriatio,, of October (see Appendix C).'») 

Austrian and Eyre Crowe said that the question was not one of great 

Hungarian Pri- importance. The Austrian Delegation had asked that the 
soners in Great Austrian prisoners of war held in Great Britain should |>e 
Britain and repatriated. There were only 36 officers and 135 othjers in 
japan Great Britain and the British Government saw no reason for 

refusing the request of the Austrian Delegation. It would probably be possible 
to repatriate the prisoners in question with German prisoners. There \vas 
also a small number of Hungarian prisoners in Great Britain and the British 
Military Authorities were anxious that these should be repatriated at the 
present time. 

M. Matsui asked whether the Council had any objections to the Japanese 
Government repatriating the small number of Austrian and l-lungariah 
prisoners in their hands. 

(It was decided : 

that there was no objection to the immediate repatriation of the Austrian 
and Hungarian prisoners of war in Great Britain and Japan.) 

5. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council had just addressed a stiff note to 

the Roumanian Government which asked them, in cfTcc.l, 
^th^fcrh-CrMi they were prepared to accept the guidancr of 

SbveM^ovmi- Supreme Council He desired to call attention to the? ia.el 
ment tic Serb-Groat-Slovene Government had not signed th.e 

Treaty of Peace with Austria or the Minorities Treaty. At the. 

JO Not printed. This brief note outlined the petition as explained by Sir E. Crowe except 
that the figures for Austrian prisoners of war in England were given as 36 officers and 123 
other ranks. 
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present time there was a ministerial crisis at Belgrade.” He had hoped that 
the moderate element would come into power, but at the moment it looked 
as if tile intransigeant element were about to come into power. If the matter 
were brought to a head at the present time the effect would be to strengthen 
the hands of the elements in Yugo-Slavia who were most anxious to cooperate 
with the Allied and Associated Powers. He suggested that at an early date 
a communication be addressed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
inquiring whether or not they were prepared to sign the Treaties. 

M. PicHON said that he agreed with the opinion of Sir Eyre Crowe and 
thought that action should be taken at once. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said that he had prepared a rough draft of a note to the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Government, He did not mean that the draft should be 
accepted as final but he simply wished to refer it to his colleagues for their 
consideration as a possible basis of discussion. 

6 . 

R,^sim Prisoners [Not printed]'^ 

of War in Ger- 
many 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillofi, Paris, 

October i6, igig. 

Appendix A to No. i 
U.S.^Naval Communication Service, Paris, France. 

From 22 VN z 1139 Budapest October 13-14 1919 
To Supreme Council Peace Conference. Paris. 

Gold weather setting in, day’s delay now more serious than would have been 
week’s delay two months ago. Inter-Allied military mission therefore desires 
present Supreme Council following statement facts concerning conduct Rou- 
manians with request for prompt action. They have so thoroughly cleaned out 

” On September 13, 1919, M. Davidovic, the Yugoslav Prime Ministei-, had tendered 
his resignation on the ground that the Treaty of St. Germain was in certain respects un- 
satisfactory to Yugoslavia. Successive attempts to foi'm alternative governments failed, 
and M. Davidovic consented to maintain the conduct of affairs for the time being: cf. 
No. 4, minute 8. 

With reference to minute 4. of No. 72 in Vol. I the Supreme Council took note of 
Mr. Polk’s remarks ‘to the effect that the American representative on the Commissions 
dealing with questions relating to Russian prisoners of war, and American representatives 
on all Commissions, could not bind their Government to financial obligations unless the 
subjects in question had been brought before the Supreme Council and received Mr. Polk’s 
approval’. 

The text of the telegram in this appendix is printed with verbal variation by General 
PI. H. Bandholtz: An Undiplomatic Diary (New York, 1933), pp. 15 1-4- This published 
text is generally less condensed than the telegraphic text here printed, and has been used 
in establishing the sense of passages which are corrupt or uncertain in their telegraphic form. 
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country of rolling-stock that there are not enough for transportation local food 
and fuel requirenients. Their Administration reduced food reserve Budapest to one 
third what it was September. According report from Hungarian Food Minister 
they have by unnecessary and cruel restriction prevented food from going out 
Budapest to neighbouring suburbs, population [of] which estimated six hundred 
thousand. Reported during evacuation trans Dunabia [PTrans-Damibia] they re- 
leased Bolshevists who been detained and in city Budapest have repeatedly by force 
without written order taken Bolshevists prisoners out of jail. At S[z]olnok, where 
committee this mission obtaining information about Roumanian exportations, 
have arrested several Hungarian railway men who were aiding our efforts. Have 
prevented University students from reporting for continuation their courses, 
September 26th their commander in chief sent letter to mission stating that to 
cover needs feeding Hungary, zone between Danube and Thiess Rivers been 
placed at disposition Hungarian Government, no requi,sitions would take place 
that zone except those necessary for actual feeding troops, especially for city 
Budapest above zone be extended to East Thie.ss to boundary line fixed by 
Commander, de.spite which October 5th Roumanian Colonel Riijinschi seized 
thirty aeroplane motors Budapest which cannot [be] classified as food, October 
lOth in Budapest from firm Schmitt and Tarsai they seized removed machinery 
which put two thousand labourers out work. Large number of similar cases with 
proof on hand. In reply to letter from mission that desired that objects National 
Museum be not disturbed until acted upon by committee they sent reply that 
intended take those and that signers [of] letters, Mardarescu and Diamandi, 
assumed respomibility for action, this being in effect insult to nations represented on 
interallied military mission. That they did no t take objects due fact doors sealed signed 
by President [of] Day at time and they afraid go to extreme breaking seal. Between 
five and six o’clock this morning they attempted arrest Prime Minister Friederic 
and did arrest two Government officials result which Pi'esident of Day in person 
delivered General Mardarescu memorandum from mission copy ^vllich telegraphed 
Supreme Council this date. They kept their commander in chief General Mar- 
darescu and High Commissioner Diamandi absent in Bucharest ^veck diuing 
which no representative present with whom business could be transferred [trans- 
acted], Although they in August acknowledged Interallied Military Mission a.s 
representing their superiors the Supreme Council, they have \\ith negligibh; 
exceptions carried out none of instructions this mission and have ah\-ays insisfed 
acting as though Roumania equal or superior to nations represented (ui luissitm, 
They sent misleading reports Paris placing themselves attitude saviours of Hungary 
and have censored press in Flungary to extent that Hungarians could not rei'ute false 
.statement. On 19th September General Mardarescu wrote mission lie [had] 
taken all necessary measures make treatment of prisoners satisfactory, .stating 
especially from sanitary viewpoint according report his surgeon general conditions 
very good. October 1 1 th Mission receives communication from International Red 
Cross representatives [representative] stating this [his] investigations at Arad 
resulted discover conditions so opposed to conventions covering treatmcait 
prisoners war that he felt this mission should take action. Thi.s [His] conclusions 
which [are as] folhws concur with all reports concerning same except Roumania i> 
reports; T find that these prisoners were not captured on field battle but main- 
days after cessation hostilities; that lodgings of prisoners are unsanitary; that army 
■which captured them take no care of them whatever, furnishes them neither food, 
clothing, medicine, covering or anything; that from date their captivity ]3risoncr.s 
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had no funds and that majority cannot purchase anything for even insufficient 
nourishment. That prisoners treated contrary Article Nine General [Geneva] 
Convention 1906; that all these men are exposed to serious diseases if not properly 
aided ; that orders given Red Cross at Arad to take care prisoners needs entirely 
illegal and cannot be based upon any law or international convention.’ Dr. Munro 
British Food Commission and Swiss Captain Burnier International Red Gross just 
returned from visiting following towns; Hatzam [Hatvan], Gyongyon [Gyongyosjj 
Miskolcz, Satoralja Ujhely, Nyregyhaza, Dedreczem [Debreczen], Szolnok, 
Magycarad [Nagy-Varad], Dekes gyula [Bekes, Gyula], Arad, Temesvar and 
Szeged all in permanent portion Hungaiy but now occupied by Roumanians and 
have submitted statement from which following is extract: Tn all towns occupied 
by Roumanians we found oppression so great as to make life unbearable, Mui'der 
is common. Youths and women flogged, imprisoned without trial, arrested 
without reason, theft of personal property under name of requisition. Condition 
of affairs prevails difficult for Western European realize who not seen and heard 
evidence. People forced take oath allegiance to Roumanian King; if refuse they 
persecuted. Experienced Hungarian doctors of hospitals been replaced by in- 
experienced Roumanian doctors. Roumanian military authorities demand petition 
for every passport, request for coal or food. Petitions must be written Roumanian 
language. Roumanian lawyer just been [must be] employed and charges enormous 
fees. Stationmaster Weber of Brad and Stationraaster [of] Ketegyhaza been fear- 
fully flogged. Last Good Friday Roumanians adv^anced suddenly to Boros-Sebes 
and two hundred fifty Hungarian soldiers taken prisoners. These killed in most 
barbarous manner; stripped naked and stabbed with bayonets in way to prolong 
life long as possible. Roumanians established custom house every village. Delivery 
permits only be obtained by payment ridiculously large sum. Commerce is 
impossiBle. People will soon starve. Deliberately for no military or political 
reasons apparent hospitals not allowed transport for coal and wood which already 
(Wiip went out of commission here) paid for. Very life of hospitals hangs on 
coal. Flospitals have closed [will have to close] down entirely unless relieved 
immediately. Results be disastrous. Will be outbreaks all sorts contagious epidemic 
disease such [as] typhus, typhoid, etc.’ An American officer and an Italian doctor 
if Roumanians permit will accompany International Red Cross representative on 
thorough investigation prisoners war camps. In general Roumanian conduct been 
suSh that this Mission been almost wholly unable carry out its instructions and 
there apparently no prospect immediate improvement. It is unanimous opinion 
of Mission that unless Roumanians immediately evacuate Hungary and make at 
least partial restitution in particular of rolling stock, machinery and much other 
property seized here there will result in short time extreme suffering from lack food 
and fuel and recrudescence of Bolshevism. This Mission therefore of unanimous 
opinion that either Roumanians should be forced evacuate Hungary at once and 
make restitution outlined or this Mission should be relieved. End Message. 

Interallied MiliTx\ry Mission. 

7:53 p.m, October 14, 1919. 
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No. 2 


H. D. 72.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Qiiai d" Or say, Paris, on Saturday, 

October 18, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present; U.S.A. \ Plon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, IS'I. 
Berthelot, M. de St. Quentin, 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M, Paterno, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M, Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Gapt. G, A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Gapt. G. Lothian Small. France: M, Massigii. Italy: Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
IJ.S.A. : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Dr. J. B. Scott, Gapt. B. Winthrop. 

British Empire: Gen. Sackville-West, Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. Shearman, 
Mr. G. Tufton. 

France: Marshal Foch, M. Tardieu, Gen. Weygand, M. Laroche, 
M. Fromageot, M. Aubert, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vannutelli-Rey, hi. Pilolti. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a report presented by the Special Commission 

charged with determining the Composition of Interallied 
Composition y the Forces of Occupation (see Appendix A).) 

Interallied Forces GENERAL Weygand read and commented upon tbe I’e- 

for by^the Treaty with Called the attention of the Council to the reserva- 

Germany tions formulated by the Italian Military Representative 

and by the British Delegation. The Italian Military Repre- 
sentative felt that he ought to affirm again that his Government had only 
authorized the participation of three battalions destined for Upper Silesia. 
In the table prepared by the Commission the provision had been made for 
the employment of seven Italian battalions. He felt that he should add that 
in former Conferences the Italian Military Delegate had alwa^'s expressed 
the .same opinion on this point. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that in fact he had always stated that Iiis Go\T;rn-- 
ment could only send three battalions. 

M. Glemenceau observed that this decision meant imposing a liea\’y 
burden on the French. He took the liberty of insisting that M. Tittoni should 
reconsider the matter. It seemed to him that Italy, not being threatened on 
any frontier, could do at least something more. If she should persist in her 
refusal she would put the French in a most unfair situation. 

M. Tittoni reserved the right to reconsider the question. 

General Weygand added that the British Delegation had iiiade two 
reservations: it had first been decided that Memel should be occupied by n. 
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British battalion and an American battalion; according to the revised table 
which the Council had before it the American battalion was to be sent to 
Upper Silesia to reinforce the United States forces there and was replaced at 
Memei by a French battalion. The British Delegate accepted this change on 
condition that the command should be held by a British oJficer. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this request was based on the same reasons 
which the British had always advanced. It was purely a question of organiza- 
tion and administration. 

M. Glemengeau said that France had no objection to the command at 
Memei being held by a British Officer, 

General Weygand explained that the British Delegation also asked that 
all British troops forming part of the forces of occupation at Dantzig, Marien- 
werder, Allens tein and Memei should be treated as a single unit from an 
administrative point of view, although they were placed under different 
commands. 

M. Glemengeau said that he could not see anything unreasonable in this 
request. 

General Weygand staled that no formal reservation had been made 
with respect to the American troops : but according to his conversations with 
General Bliss it seemed to him that one point still remained to be settled, 
namely, would the American Government authorize to the use [sic] of its 
troops before the ratification of the Treaty by the Senate? 

Mr, Polk observed that a cable had been sent on this subject and a reply 
wa? expected. All he could say for the moment was that the troops were on 
the waf and were first to be sent to Coblenz. Fie wished to draw the Council’s 
attention to another point. The Commission expressed the desire that in 
each, zone of occupation the Presidency of the Interallied Commission and 
the command of the troops of occupation should be invested in individuals 
of the same nationality. Would it not be preferable with respect to the 
Interallied Commission that the Presidency would not be permanent but 
should rather be held in rotation by each nation represented? 

•Sir Eyre Crowe thought that this was scarcely practicable. 

General Weygand observed that some Commissions, such as the one in 
Upper Silesia, would have a rather long life — perhaps from eight to twenty 
months — while others would only exist for from three to six months. Under 
these conditions he did not think a system of alternation was feasible. 

M. Glemengeau said that as far as he was concerned he attached so much 
importance to good feeling between Allies that he was quite willing to accede 
to Mr. Polk’s suggestion. 

Mr. Polk said that he in no way insisted upon this, he was merely making 
a suggestion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that each Interallied Commission might be left 
free to elect its own President. 

General Weygand pointed out that this question was distinct from that 
of the command of the military forces, which would be determined before the 
departure of the troops in conformity with the Commission’s recommenda- 



tions. He wished finally to call the Coimcirs attention to a desire expressed 
by the Commission : it wished the departure of the Interallied Commissions 
and of the forces of occupation to be determined in such a way, and the date 
of the coming into force of the Treaty to be settled in such a fashion, that the 
Commissions and forces of occupation would arrive at their appointed 
destinations at the moment of the coming into force of the Treaty. The 
Commission also wished the German Government to be advised beforehand 
of the date determined, for the entry into force of the Treaty and its coinci- 
dence with the arrival of the Commissions and troops of occupation so that 
the German Government might take the necessary measures. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

General Weygand stated that the Allied General Staffs should therefore 
agree on the date when the troops could arrive at their appointed destina- 
tions: that would be date upon which, as far as military questions were con- 
cerned, the Treaty could come into force. He would inform the Council of 
this date. 

It was decided : 

(1) to accept the recommendations of the special Commission relative to 

the composition of Interallied forces of occupation (see Appendix A), 
with the reservation that the definite approval of the Italian Go vern- 
ment should he obtained ; 

(2) that the command of the various forces of occupation should be exer- 

cised according to the recommendations of the Commission, and 
that, at Memel, a British officer should be in command ; 

(3) that although the British troops forming part of the forces of occupa- 

tion at Dantzig, Marienwerder, Allenstein and Memel ^^ou]d be 
placed under different commands, they should, from an administra- 
tive point of view, be treated as a single unit ; 

(4) that the departure of the Commissions and of the forces of occupation 

should he regulated in such a way, and that the date of the entrance 
into force of the Treaty should be fixed in such a manner, that both 
the Commissions and the forces of occupation should arri^'e at. their 
appointed destinations at the moment of the entrance into force of 
the treaty of Peace ; 

(5) that Marshal Foch, after agreeing with the Allied General Staffs, should 

inform the Supreme Council of the date from ^diich tlun consififu- it 
possible for the Treaty to enter into force ; 

(6) that the German Government should he notified in advance of the 

date fixed for the entry into force of the Treaty and of i l s ca>iuei<!eru'e 
with the arrival of the Commissions and the forces of (x'.cupution. 
so that it might take all necessary measures within the |)r(.)per iime., 
and, especially to fix the date of evacuation of the districts in cpies- 
tion hy its own forces ; 

(7) that the InteraUied Commissions sent into the zones of occupation 

should choose their own presidents, without it being nocessaiy for 
them to be of tbe same nationality as the Commanding Officers in 
the corresponding zones of occupation. 
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2. (The examination of this draft note was adjourned to the following ses” 

sion) . 

Draft note to 
the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Govern- 
ment 

3. M. Berthelot said that a telegram had just been received from the 

Interallied Mission at Budapest (see Appendix B)/ stating that 
. the Mission had learned by a private telegram of the sending of 
to ^udapest^^^ George Clerk to Budapest. The Mission asked that it receive 
official confirmation thereof and that Sir George Clerk^s Mission 
mighf be defined. He submitted a draft telegram (see Appendix G) which 
would officially notify the Generals of Sir George Clerk’s arrival and would 
define the Mission with which he was entrusted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that in order to make the matter even more 
definite there should be added at the end of the first paragraph a sentence 
specifying that Sir George Clerk represented the Supreme Council in all 
political questions. 

M. Tittoni said that he had no objection to this draft on the condition 
that it was well understood that the Generals were in no way superseded ; it 
should be clear that Sir George Clerk had a special mission and the Generals 
should retain jurisdiction over all military questions. 

M. Berthelot proposed that the following sentence should be added at 
the «nd of the first paragraph, ‘He will represent the Supreme Council in all 
political questions, the Generals retaining jurisdiction over military ques- 
tions .’ 2 

It; was decided : 

(1) to approve the draft telegram (see Appendix C) to be sent to the 

Allied Generals at Budapest; 

(2) to add to the end of the first paragraph of this draft telegram the 

following sentence; 

« ‘He will represent the Supreme Council in all political questions, the 

Military Mission retaining jurisdiction over military questions.’- 

4 - 

Italian proposal [Not printed] ^ 

to insert certain 

Articles in the 

Treaty of Peace 

with Hungary 

1 Not printed. The contents of this brief telegram, dated October 17, 1919, were as 
stated by M. Berthelot. In particular, it requested the Supreme Council ‘to clearly specify 
Just what shall be the respective attributions of the Commission on one hand, and of 
Sir George Clerk on the other’. 

2 This sentence, with drafting amendment, was incorporated in the text of appendix C 
(q.v.) annexed in the original. 

.With reference to its decision of October ii, 1919 (see Vol. I, No, 72, minute 7), the 
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5. (The Gouacil had before it a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
October 17th, 1919 (see Appendix E).) 

Putting into Fromageot read and commented on the note of the Drafting 
Trelt^'^wM Committee, With respect to the eventual convocation of the Gouii- 
clrnmny of the League of Nations the following questions were raised : 

Mr. Polk asked if all the Powers which, when they should have 
ratified the Treaty of Peace would be represented in the Council of the League 
of Nations, would have to be represented at the first meeting of the Council. 
President Wilson had made it known that he was prepared to call a meeting 
of the Council for the three Powers which had ratified the Treaty, and he 
wished to know if the other powers had now to designate their representa- 
tives. 

M. Fromageot explained that they did not have to, but that they could 
do so. This obligation would only arise for those Powers after they had rati- 
fied the Treaty. Nothing in the Treaty made the coming into force or the 
ratification thereof a condition precedent to these designations. 

Mr. Polk wished to know if this applied, for instance, to Spain. 

M. Fromageot answered that Spain could designate its representative: 
that it was known, moreover, that she was ready to do so. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know if the Treaty specified any quorum 
necessary to validate the meetings of the League of Nations, Would the 
absence of one of the members invalidate the Council’s decisions? 

Mr. Polk said that he did not think so. 

M. Tardieu said that there was no such provision in the Treaty. ^ 

Mr. Polk asked if the Drafting Committee could prepare for Monday’s'^ 
meeting a draft form of convocation to be sent out by President Wilson to call 
the meeting of the Council. 

M. Fromageot resumed his commentaries on the note of the Drafting 
Committee. 

M. Tardieu explained that the second part of the Drafting Committee’s 
note had to some extent duplicated the work of the Committee on tlie 
Execution of the Treaty. This latter Committee, pursuant to the instructions 
it had received from the Supreme Council,^ had drawn up a list of tlic Com- 
mission [s] to be formed, and had indicated what Powers had designated 
their representatives on these Commissions and what Powers had not \a*t 
done so. 

M. Clemengeau stated that this latter report should be distjibiiicd 
and examined prior to the meeting of Thursday, October 23d: at this 
time each Power should designate the Commissioners which it had noi yet 
named. 

Supreme Council considered a report, dated October i( 3 , 19 rg, from the Draftin;^- CJfjn!-- 
mittee (appendix D in original). After a brief discussion the Suprenn: Council derided, in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Drafting Committee, to insert in the treaty 
of peace with Hungary five draft articles which subsequently becann; urtidcs i..f tiie 

Treaty of Trianon. 

October 20, 1919. 

^ See Vol. I, No. 74, minute 6. 
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It was decided : that the Drafting Committee should submit to the Supreme 
Council at its next meeting : 

(1) the draft of a letter by which President Wilson should convoke the 

Council of the League of Nations for the day of the entry into force 
of the Treaty ; 

(2) the draft of a letter from the Supreme Council to each of the Powers 

represented in the Council of the League of Nations inviting them 
to designate forthwith their representatives on this Council, as 
France and Italy had already done. 

6 . (The Goimcil had before it two draft protocols prepared by the Drafting 
, . Committee concerning, first, the deposit of ratifications of 

Treaty of Peace signed between the Allied and Associ- 
ated Powers and Germany, of the Protocols signed on the 
same day by the said Powers, and of the arrangement of the same date 
between the United States, Belgium, the British Empire, France and Ger- 
many relative to the occupation of the Rhineland (see Appendix F); 
secondly, the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty signed June 28th, 1919, 
between the principal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland (see 
Appendix G).*"' 

M. Fromageot pointed out that it was necessary to make a separate 
proces-verbal for each group of ratifications. It had likewise seemed important 
to the Committee that the hour of the signature should appear on the prods- 
verbaux. Indeed that was an important point for the agents who would then 
be on ^he spot and who should be informed in advance or, at least, by tele- 
gram, of the hour the Treaty would come into force. In these protocols 
Germany for the last time signed in the last place: once this act had been 
accc?mplished she would sign in her alphabetical order. He drew the Goun- 
cil’s attention to the great importance of having Czecho-Slovakia ratify the 
Treaty of Versailles before it should come into force. Czecho-Slovakia would 
be the only non-ratifying country having a common fi’ontier with Germany. 
A situation might thus arise which might create difficulties with respect to 
tife operation of the Delimitation Commission provided for by Article 83 of 
the Treaty. 

It was decided; 

to approve the draft proces-verbaux of Deposits of Ratifications pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee with respect, first, to the deposit of 
ratifications of the Treaty of Peace signed at Yersailles June 28tli, 1919, 
between the Allied and Associated Powers and Germany, as well as of the 
Protocol signed on the same day by the said Powers, and of the Arraiige- 
rnent of the same date between the United States, Belgium., the British 
Empire, France and Germany, concerning the Rhineland (see Appendix: 
F) ; secondly, to the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty signed June 28tlj, 
1919, between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Polauil 
(see Appendix G).^ 


^ Not printed. This protocol was similar, mutatis mutandis, to that in appendix E. 
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7. (The'rGoiincil had before it a note from the French Delegation (see 
Appendix H) and a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
Ifpkbiscte October i6th, 1919 (see Appendix I).) 

and Delimitation M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of the 
Co7nmissiom in Drafting Committee. He explained that the question raised 
the absence of |3y ]VI. von Lersner only concerned the Delimitation and Plebis- 
American Repre- Commissions, but it was insidious, because the same argii- 
sentatives might apply to far more important Commissions such as 

the Reparation Commission. If Germany might maintain that the Reparation 
Commission could only operate if a given power were represented thereon, 
a very dangerous situation would arise. Consequently the Drafting Com- 
mittee recommended that all Commissions should be considered reglilaiiy 
constituted as soon as the Powers which had ratified the Treaty — and which 
consequently would then be obliged to be represented on these Commissions 
— and the Powers which had agreed .to send representatives before having 
ratified, should be represented. The latter Powers would be in a situation 
analogous to that of the Powers which were not parties to the Treaty but 
which, nevertheless, were by the Treaty accorded the right of designating 
representatives on different Commissions, such, for instance, as Holland and 
the Scandinavian States. 

Mr. Polk said that he had no objection to mak? to this solution but he 
wondered if the Germans could raise any. 

M. Fromageot replied that they would have no valid ground for contest- 
ing the vote of a member of a Commission designated by a Power which had 
not yet ratified the Treaty; when once the Treaty had come into force, the 
Commissions were composed of the representatives of the Powers specified 
in the Treaty. The Treaty nowhere provided that the represen ti^ives 
on the Commissions should be the representatives of Powers wliich had 
ratified. 

M. Tittoni inquired if ratification and the right of being represented on 
Commissions should be considered in law as two distinct matters. He wislied 


to know if the right of representation existed even in the absence of ratifica- 
tion, or was the foregoing only a provisional solution? 

M. Fromageot replied that the Drafting Committee considered tlie right 
of representation to be in law independent of ratification : the right of repre- 


sentation existed irrespective of ratification, whereas, on the other hand, the 
duty of being represented arose from ratification. But there was a second 
delicate point: what would happen if the Powers which had not ratified did 
not designate representatives? It seemed to the Drafting Committee that 
even in this case the decisions of the Commissions would be valid; if, in that 
event, the votes should be equal, the vote of the President of the Commission 
would be controlling as provided for in article 437 of the Treaty. 

M. Glemenceau thought that the question had not been raised and 
wondered if the Germans would seek to raise trouble on this point. 

M. Tittoni thought that if M. Fromageot’s argument were legally sound, 
the reply to his question was impliedly contained therein: with regard to the 


Powers which had ratified, and which thereby came under the obligation of 
naming representatives on the Commissions, there was no doubt that they 
must send representatives in order to validate the decisions of these Commis- 
sions; on the other hand, if the Powers which merely had the option of 
naming representatives did not make use thereof, that fact would in no wise 
affect the validity of the decisions of the Commissions and the latter could 
operate legally. 

M. Glemengeau inquired whether Germany should be informed of the 
foregoing point of view before she had raised any question with respect 
thereto. 

M. Fromageot saw no necessity of replying and thought that there was 
nothing to be gained by divulging these arguments. 

M. Tittoni expressed the desire that M. Fromageot should give the 
Council a confidential report containing the legal development of this argu- 
ment. 

M. Clemengeau thought that this would be a purely academic document, 
but he had no objection to M. Fromageot giving it to M. Tittoni. 

M. Fromageot inquired whether his Committee should reply on the first 
point to M. von Lersner. 

M. Clemengeau said that it should send a note to M. Diitasta. 

M. Dutasta remarked that M. von Lersner made no secret of the fact 
that public opinion in Germany would be greatly disturbed if America were 
not represented on the different Commissions until the Senate had ratified 
the’ Treaty. 

Mr. ’Polk doubted whether, under M. Fromageot’s plan, America would 
be represented. 

M. Clemengeau stated that he recalled distinctly that President Wilson, 
after some hesitation, had agreed that the United States would be represented 
on the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that this was only unofficial. Prior to ratification 
the United States was not authorized to be officially represented; he very 
m«ch doubted whether, in view of the political situation, the United States 
would insist as a matter of right on having official representation on these 
Commissions prior to ratification. If Mr. Wilson spoke of x\merican repre- 
sentation on the Reparation Commission he only meant representation after 
ratification. 

M. Clemengeau agreed. 

(It was decided; 

A [sic]. (1) to approve the principles contained in the note of the Drafting 
Committee relative to the question put by Baron von Lersner (see 
Appendix I) ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should send to the Secretaiy General of 
the Conference a note refuting the argument presented by Baron 
von Lersner In the course of his interview with M. Dutasta.) 
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8. M, Tardieu read the text of a resolution adopted by the Goiiiicil on 
October 15th (see h. d. 70). ^ The reply to the first two para- 
Mcasures io he graphs of this resolution was contained in M, Fromageot’s 
taken imrnediateh remained the last question: what was the value 

Z°ioFouTofle means of action placed at the disposal of the Allied and 

Treaty ^ Associated Powers by the Treaty of Peace compared with those 
available by virtue of the Armistice? Under the Armistice the 
available means were : 

(1) the occupation of the left bank of the Rhine and the bridgeheads; 

(2) the right of occupying that portion of the neutral zone from north of 
Cologne to the Dutch frontier; 

(3) the occupation of the bridgehead at Kehl (measures to that effect had 
been taken) ; 

(4) resumption of hostilities after forty-eight hours notice ; 

(5) the maintenance of the blockade ; 

(6) the retention of prisoners of W'ar. 

The coming into force of the Treaty would deprive us of the possibility of 
resuming hostilities; it deprived us of the weapon of blockade in so far as 
general measures were concerned, since the American Government did not 
seem disposed to admit the principle of a pacific blockade; finally, we lost 
the right of occupying the neutral zone to the north of Cologne. With the 
Treaty in force, if Germany committed hostile acts, the Covenant of the 
League of Nations would come into play. If, on the other hand, Germany 
limited itself to acts of passive resistance. Articles 12 to 18 of the Covenant 
would come into operation and the Council of the League of Nations would 
take such measures as it deemed fit. Finally, the occupation of the bridge- 
heads gave us another means of action. The Treaty of Peace likewise allowed 
us, which was not true of the i\rmistice, to disarm Germany and to stop tlic 
manufactures and the recruiting which she was carrying on at the present 
moment. lie added that whatever judgment might be passed on the reply 
of the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty, its value was only relative, 
for the period of decision was necessarily a very short one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know what the attitude would be with respect 
to the clauses of the Armistice which had not been fulfilled. Gould their 
fulfilment be exacted? 

M. Tardieu replied that the Committee on the Execution of tlie Treaty 
Iiad not considered this question. He, personally, was of the opinion that if 
the Treaty should be put into force without previously demanding the fulfil- 
ment of these clauses there would be no ground for such a demand after the 
Treaty’s coming into force. If it were desired that certain clauses should br* 
fulfilled by Germany a demand to that effect should be made before the 
Treaty came into force. 

M. Glemengeau inquired what clauses Sir Eyre Crowe had in mind. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he w'^as thinking of the evacuation oi" the 
Baltic Provinces. 
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M. Tardieu said that if the fulfilment of the Armistice clauses which had 
not been carried out was desired, the only efficacious means of action should 
be used, namely, an advance into Germany. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that this would be rather difficult after the 
Treaty had been ratified. 

M. Glemengeau asked the Drafting Committee to submit at the next 
meeting of the Council a report on this question, having especially in mind 
the situation in the Baltic Provinces. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that the Drafting Committee should present to the Supreme Goimcil 
• at its next meeting a report as to whether, after the coming into 

force of the Treaty, the Allied and Associated Powers would have 
the right to demand the fulfilment of clauses of the Armistice which 
had not been executed, in particular, the evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should point out in its report the affirma- 

tive means- of action of which the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments might avail themselves in order to insure the fulfilment of 
these clauses after the coming into force of the Treaty.) 

9. M. Tardieu said that at its meeting of July 28th the Council had approved 
a recommendation of the Committee on the Execution of the 
Treaty and had decided to create a Committee to coordinate 
questions relative to the interpretation and the execution of the 
clauses of the Treaty with Germany.’ Up to the present moment 
the British Empire and Japan had alone designated their repre- 
sentatives on this Committee. It would be well for the United 
States, France and Italy to designate their representatives on 

this Committee. 

M. Tittoni proposed that the Powers should have the right to designate 
an alternate delegate in case their principal delegate should not be able to 
. sit. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that the United States, France and Italy should as soon as possible 

designate their representatives on the Committee for the coordina- 
tion of questions concerning the interpretation and execution of the 
clauses of the Treaty with Germany; 

(2) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers might designate 

alternate delegates who, if necessary, should replace their delegates 
on this Committee.) 

10. 

Allowances for Members [Not printed] 

of the Plebiscite Com- 
missions ' 

7 See Vol, I5 No. 21, minute i. ^ See No. 5, note a. 
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1 1. Marshal Fogh stated that the reply of the German Government to the 
last Note of the Allied and Associated Powers relative to the 
Evacuation of ihe gy^cuation of the Baltic Provinces had just reached him, and 
Baltic Provinces would be sent that day to the various delegations. The 

German Government accepted the sending of an Allied General Officer as 
had been proposed in the Note of the Allied and Associated Powers. In view 
of the great importance of hastening in every way the evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces, he recommended that the Council should at once designate this 
General Officer, and he proposed the name of Genera! Mangin. 

(It was decided ; 

that General Mangin should he charged by the Allied and Associated 
Powers with the duty, 

(1) of ascertaining from the German Government the measures taken by 

it with a view to regulating the conditions of evacuation, and of 
proposing to that Government the measures which he hiniself should 
deem proper; 

(2) of exercising on the spot an effective control over the execution of 

these measures.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H6tel de Crillon, 

Paris^ October i8, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 2 

In accordance with the resolution of October 15,^ Marsha! Foch lias the honour 
to address the following proposals to the Supreme Council, concerning the 
composition of the Interallied occupation contingent in the territories which, by 
the terms of the Peace Treaty, may or must be occupied by Interallied contingents. 
These proposals were studied : 

For: United States Great Britain France Italy 

By: General Bliss Sir Eyre Crowe M. Laroche Count \'anutelli 

Gen. Sackville-West, Gen. Weygand. Gen. Ca\aflero. 

The principles of distribution proposed for the Allied contingents are as follows: 

equality of expenses and responsibilities among the Powers, account bring 
taken of their totality; 

predominance in each zone of the contingents belonging to the Power whidi 
insures the Command in that zone, the other Powers being representcxl by 
a smaller contingent; 

no contingent shall be less than one battalion; consequently in certain zones, 
two powers only will participate in the occupation. 

The table hereto annexed gives the composition of the occupatitiii roniingeju.s 
and their distribution among the Allied and Associated Powers. 

It is desirable that, in each zone, the Presidency of the Goinmissioji and ii:c 
Command of occupation forces be exercised by personalities belonging t.) titc 
same nation, without making this condition compulsory in every iniitauce. 

® See Vol. I, No. 74, minute 4. 
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We have the honour to submit to the Supreme Council the. opinion that it 
would be advisable, in order to insure the execution of the Treaty under the most 
favourable circumstances : 

(ist) on one hand, to arrange for the departure of the Commissions and the 
occupation troops, 

on the other hand, to fix the date of the entry into force of the Treaty, in order 
that the Commissions and occupation troops may reach their destinations at the 
time of the entry into force of the Treaty. 

(2nd) to advise the German Government, prior to the date fixed for the entry 
into force and of the coinciding with that entry into force and [jir] the arrival of 


Composition of the Interallied Occupation Contingents^^'' 



Strength 

necessary^' 

Distribution between the 
Allied and Associated 
Powers 

Command 

Observatioiu 

Great Britain 

United States 

France 


Upper Silesia . 

18 

3 

4 

6 


French 


Teschen . 

3 


I 

I 

I 

American 

In case of troubles, the first 








reinforcement battalion to 








be sent to Teschen will be 

• 







taken from the British troops 

• 







in Upper Silesia. 

Dantzig 

4 

2 

I 

I 


British 


Marienwerder 

2 

I 



I 

Italian 


Allenstein 

4 

3 

I 



British 


Memel . 

2 

I 




Undetermined 

No proposal is made on ac- 








count of the special char- 








acter of the exclusively 








military occupation of 








Memel. 

Schleswig 

3 

I 

I 

1 


! British 


Total 

36 


8 

10 

7 




This table is an amended version of an earlier draft, also included in the original of 
this appendix (not printed). The amendment was made in accordance with a brief undated 
memorandum, headed ‘Modification proposed concerning the distribution of the con- 
tingents’, which was annexed to the earlier table. This memorandum stated; ‘The French 
Representatives propose to the American, British, and Italian Representatives that in 
modification of what was decreed on October i6, one French battalion be located in Memel 
in place of the American battalion provided for, this latter to proceed to Upper Silesia to 
replace the French battalion retired.’ Apart from the consequent alteration in the figures 
relating to Upper Silesia and Merael, the present table is identical with the earlier drai't. 

” Note in original: ‘The strength of the contingents is indicated in battalions, it being 
understood that the strength of one battalion is to be maintained at from 600 to 800 men. 

'Artillery — In the zones where artillery is necessary (Upper Silesia, Dantzig) the 
proportion of artillery will be i battery for each infantry regiment. 

'Machine G«ni'— Shall be included in the organization of the battalions, or shall be 
formed into separate companies according to the army organizations.’ 
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the Commissions and the occupation troops in order that the German Government 
be in a position to take all the necessary dispositions, and in particular to fix the 
date for the evacuation of the territories by its own forces. 

Note. The Italian Military Delegate, although having participated in the study 
of the distribution provided for in the present plan, deems it expedient to affirm 
that the Italian Government has authorized the participation of only three 
battalions destined for Upper Silesia. 


Appendix G to No. 2 


Telegram from the Supreme Council to the Interallied Military Mission at 
Budapest 


October i(f igig. 


The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers has decided to send 
Sir George Clerk to Budapest as its special representative. Sir George Clerk is 
directed to establish relations with the various Hungarian political parties and 
to inform M. Friedrich of the views of the Supreme Council concerning the 
conditions which must be fulfilled by a Hungarian government capable of 
maintaining order, of instituting elections and of concluding peace with the Allies. 
He will represent the Supreme Council in all political c|ucstions, the Interallied 
Military Mission retaining jurisdiction of military questions. 

The special political mission of Sir George Clerk in no wise modifies the general 
mission of a military nature with which the Allied Generals were entrusted liy the 
confidence of the Supreme Council. Sir George Clerk will inform tlic Generals 
of the deliberations taken by the Supreme Council pursuant to their last com- 
munications, and, in particular, their telegrams under date of October i3tiv and 
14th. He will inform them that the Council has decided to take all the measures 
necessary to force the Roumanian Government to follow the line of conduct wliich 
it was requested to adopt. 

Polk, Ammission. 


Appendix E to No. 2 

As the Treaty provides that, wdthout delay, German sovcreiunt\- over eeriaiu 
territories be transferred either to the League of Nations or to the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, and as certain measures must be taken cithej’ by the 
Council of the League of Nations or by the Principal Allied and Asso(-ia(ed 
Powers, it is necessary that on the day of the entry into force of 1}]C‘ 'iVeat y tlie 
necessary organisms be ready to exercise the functions for whicli tti{‘. Leagiie of 
Nations, or the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, will lie, fi-tun that, time, 
responsible. 

I. Concerning the League of Nations^ nothing can be regularl)’ done excetu bv the 
Council. However, the Council itself cannot exist legally and act regukuT.- utiiil 
after the entry into force of the Treaty, 

See No. I, appendix A. 
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In order to obviate the difficulties which could result from that situation, the 
following procedure could be used as a base : 

I St. By the terms of Article 5 of the Conventions^ the President of the United 
States is to convoke the first meeting of the Council. Nothing in the text opposes 
the convocation before the entry into force of the Treaty or before ratification by 
the United States. On this latter point, in fact, if, in default of ratification by the 
United States, the President is not obliged to make this convocation, it is none the 
less true, in any case, that he has received the authority from the contracting 
Powers to do so. 

The President of the United States, therefore, should be rec|uested, at once, to 
convoke the Council of the League of Nations for the day of the entry into force 
of the Treaty, that is to say, for the day of the first deposit of the ratifications, in 
adding that the date shall be later specified. 

The convocation should be made for the same place as the depositing of the 
ratifications, that is, in Paris, and should be addressed to each one of the Powers 
represented in the Council, that is, to the five Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, and to Belgium, Brazil, Spain, and Greece. 

and. At the present time each one of the said Powers represented on the Council 
should be invited by the Supreme Council to designate its representative without 
delay, as has already been done by France and Italy. 

Here also, nothing in the Treaty subordinates these designations to the entry 
into force or to the preliminary ratifications of the Treaty. 

3rd. To meet as soon as possible, in a 7 ion-official meeting in the presence of the 
General Secretary of the Council, Sir Eric Drum[m]ond, in which should be 
rejn'esented the members of the Council of the League of Nations designated by 
the Powers. During this meeting unoflicial decisions should be made concerning 
all the measures tending to ensure, as soon as the entry into force of the Treaty, 
the execution of the obligations immediately incumbent upon the League of 
Nations, i.e. : 

[a) Provide for the government and the fixing of the boundaries of the Saar 
Basin, that is, designation of the Commission, and formulating of instructions to 
be given it — designation of the delimitation commission; 

{b) Designation of the High Commissioner to Dantzig, and instructions to be 
, giyen him ; 

(r) Sending, immediately and unofficially, of these agents to their posts, in 
order that they may be ready to take up their duties officially upon the day and 
hour of the entry into force of the Treaty. 

4th. Upon the day and hour fixed for the filing of the ratifications and conse- 
quently, for the entry into force of the Treaty: Official kneeling of the Council of the 
League of Nations which, from that time, shall exist legally — legalization of the 
measures taken unofficially — issuance of orders to agents previously sent to their 
posts, to immediately assume their duties. 

On this same day, invitations to adhere to the League of Nations, as has already 
been decided, should be sent to the third Powers enumerated in the Convention. 

2. Co 7 icerning the Principal Allied arid Associated Powers, from the present moment 
it appertains to the Supreme Council to take, if such has not already been done, 
all measures necessary to ensure the execution of the obligations which are incum- 

i.e. of the Covenant of the League of Nations andyipso facto, of the Treaty of VersaiJies. 

See Voi. I, No. 74, -minute 7. 
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bent on it by the entry into force of the Treaty, or at least in the few days following; 
that is, notably : 

(a) Provide for the Government of Memel, Dantzig, and the German Colonies. 

(b) Civil High Commission to the occupied Rhenish countries. 

(c) Plebiscite Commission: Upper Silesia-Eastern Prussia (Allenstein)-Western 
Prussia (Marienwerder)-Schleswig; 

(d) Delimitation Commissions: Belgium-Czecho-Slovakia (Ratibor)-Poland- 
Dantzig — including the High Commissioner; 

(e) Supervision Commissions : military, naval and aeronautic ; 

(/) Commission on the demolition of Heligoland ; 

(g) Prisoners of War Commission; 

(h) Reparations Commission; 

(i) River Commissions: Rhine, Danube, Elbe, and Oder; 

(j) List of those accused of crimes and misdemeanours against the rights of 
people. 

(k) Where necessary, the sending, immediately and unofficially, of these agents 
to their posts, in order that they may be ready to take up their duties officially 
upon the day and hour of the entry into force of the Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri Fromageot 

October 17, 1919. 


Appendix F to No. 2 

Prods- Verbal , 

of the deposit of ratifications of the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles, June 28, 
1919, between the United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy, 
and Japan, Principal Allied and Associated Poivers, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Cuba, Ecuador, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hedjaz, Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Serb-Groat-Slovene State, Siam, 
Czecho-Slovak State, and Uruguay, on the one hand, and Germany on the other; 
as well as of the following acts: the Protocol, signed the same day by the said 
Powers, the Arrangement of the same date by the United States of America, 
Belgium, the British Empire, France and Germany concerning the occupation of 
Rhenish territories. 

In execution of the final clauses of the Peace Treaty signed at Versailles, on 
June 28, 1919, the undersigned assembled at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, in 
Paris, to proceed with the deposit of the ratifications and to deliver them to the 
French Republic. 

The instruments of the ratifications or notifications of their sending by three of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, i.e. : 

of the British Empire, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement ; 

of France, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement; 

of Italy, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol; 

and of the Allied and Associated Powers, following, i.e. : 

of Belgium, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement; 

of Poland, for the Peace Treaty and the Protocol; 

of Siam, for the Peace IVeaty and the Protocol (the Instrument to be delivered later) 
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as well as of Germany, for the Peace Treaty, the Protocol and the Arrangement, 
were produced and having been, after examination, found to be in good and due 
form, are confided to the Government of the French Republic, to remain deposited 
in its archives. 

In accordance with the provisions of the final clauses above cited, the French 
Government will notify the contracting Powers of the depositing of the instruments 
of subsequent ratifications by the States which are signatories of the said Treaty, 
Protocol and Arrangement, and which are not in position at this time to conform 
with this formality. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned have drawn up the present Proces-Verbal, 
and have affixed their seals thereto. 

Done at Paris, the day of rgig 

at o’clock. 

Signed : Great Britain 
„ France 
„ Italy 
„ Belgium 
„ Poland 
„ Siam 
„ Germany 

Appendix H to No. 2 
Note from the French Delegation 

In the course of a call made on October 13th, by Baron von Lersner to Mr. 
Dutasta, Baron von Lersner called Mr. Dutasta’s attention to the fact that the 
Treaty of Versailles provided for the designation of American Commissioners to 
take part in the Delimitation and Plebiscite Commissions. He intimated that, in 
case.the American Commissioners might not be designated before the ratification 
of the Treaty by the United States of America, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments should come to an understanding at the present time with the German 
Government with a view to the examination of the conseciuences which might 
result from this situation and avoid the possibility that the Commissions might be 
unable to be formed within the time specified. 

'The questions shall be submitted to the Supreme Council during the next 
session. 

In view of this deliberation, the Secretary General of the Peace Conference has 
requested the Drafting Committee to kindly give their views on the point of law 
introduced by the President of the German Delegation. 

Appendix I to No. 2 

Note from the Drafting Committee on the question introduced by Baron mn Lersner 
regarding the functioning of plebiscite arid delimitation commissions pending the appoint- 
ment of American representatives 

All Commissions to be constituted by the Allied and Associated Powers .shall 
be duly composed and shall function regularly with the representatives designated 
by the Powers having ratified the Treaty or w'ho, without having ratified, havs-; 
agreed to proceed with the designation of a I’epresentative to the Commission. 
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If all the Powers, whose representation is provided for in the Treaty, have not 
designated their representatives at the time of the entry into foi ce of the Ti eaty, 
the decisions taken by the Commission shall be none the less valid. And if, in like 
cases, there is an equality of votes, the procedure should be as is provided for in 
Article 437 of die Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri Fromageot, 
October 16, 1919. 

No. 3 

H. D. 73.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Qjiai d’Orsagp, Paris, on Monday, 

October 20, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.'. Hon. F, L. Polk; .secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire.'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

Frarm : M. Pichon ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertlielot, M, de Percin. 
Italy. M. Tittoni; secretaries, M, Paterno, Don Ascanio Golonna. 
Japan'. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.'. Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire'. 

Gapt. G. Lothian Small. France'. M, Massigli. Italy'. M. Zanclii. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : General Bliss, Dr, J. B, Scott, Capt. B. Winthrop. 

British Empire'. Gen. Sackville-West, Mr. Groves, Mr. Fuller, Mr, A. 
Leeper, Mr. Malkin. 

France: General Belin, General Le Rond, M. Tirard, Colonel Roye, 
M. Fromageot, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, Gen. Cavallero. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. M. Pichon desired to refer to the minutes of the meeting of the Goiiiicilof' 

October 1 6th (See h. d. 7 1 , i Minute i ) , and read the follow- 

jgig Mr. Polk said that he hoped that the matter could be 

cleared up. He wished to ask whether the rifles were to 
be delivered to the Hungarian police at the present time and whether the 
Roumanian forces w^ere to withdraw at the present time, whatever the 
Government in Hungary might be. 

‘M, Pichon replied in the affirmative.’ 

Pie stated that he wished to make his position dear in this respect. He meant 
that he agreed that the rifles in question were to be delivered to the Hungarian 
gendarmerie at the present time, but with reference to the withdrawal of the 
Roumanians lie. felt that this matter should wait upon the receipt of a reply 
to the Councirs note to the Roumanian Government and upon the report 

■: a o A . 
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to be made by Sir George Clerk. He felt that this was the sense of the whole 
discussion. 

Mr. Polk said that he understood that the Council and the Allied Generals 
had already directed the Roumanians to withdraw and that, therefore, there 
was no reason to have their withdrawal wait upon the receipt of a reply to 
the GounciFs note to the Roumanian Government, or upon a report from 
Sir George Clerk. 

M. PiGHON said that he only wanted to make his own opinion clear. 

Mr. Polk desired to ascertain the Council’s opinion. The Allied Generals 
had directed the Roumanians to withdraw and they had been supported in 
this action by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that a demand for withdrawal was contained 
in the note sent to the Roumanian Government and that the Council were 
awaiting an answer thereto. 

M. PiGHON replied that this was so, but thought that it was important to 
receive the reply of the Roumanian Government in order to know what it 
would be most practical to do. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the Roumanians had been directed to with- 
draw prior to the sending of the note. He read from the minutes of the meet- 
ing the question asked by him, above referred to, and explained that what 
he meant was that it was the duty of the Roumanians to vvdthdraw at once 
without waiting for any conference with Sir George Clerk. 

2. •(The Council had before it a draft communication of the Supreme Council 

Communication to Serb-Croat-Slovcne Government relative to the signa- 

the Serb-Croai- Peace with Austria (see Appendix A).) 

Slovciyi Government Mr. Polk stated that he wishecl to read the draft note to 
relative to the the Serb-Croat-SIovene Government in order to satisfy him- 
^’lAtThrtf ' self as to ciuestions of form only, and that he would commmii- 
^ ^ cate his conclusions thereupon to Sir Eyre Crowe later in 

the day. 

» • It was decided: 

to approve the draft communication fi’om the Supreme (louiicil to tlie 
Serb-Croat-Sloveiic Government relative to the signature of peace with 
Austria (see Appendix A), subject to the reservation that Mr. Polk w'ould 
examine this draft further with reference to questions of form and w^ould 
communicate his conclusions to Sir Eyre Crowe. 

3. Sir Eyre Crowe said that it had been reported to him that as a result of 

the situation at Riga the Allied Naval Armistice Gommis- 
Action of Allied Pad decided temporarily to stop the movement of all 

Naval A) miAue German ships in the Baltic. Formerly it was iiecessarv to 

from the situation at Obtain the Commission s permission lor German ships to 
Riga navigate but the Commission now proposed to susjsend the 

granting of all such permissions. He wished to knoiv if the 
Supreme Council agreed to this action. 
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M. PiGHON said that the Council would take note of it. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether this would apply to all German ships in the 
Baltic regardless of where they might be. 

Sir Eyre Grow^e replied that this was the case, the reason being that if 
ships were allowed to go out of the harbours where they now were there was 
no telling what their destination might be. 

Mr. Polk felt that if the Aimistice Commission had taken such action it 
was quite all right. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that a British ship had been fired on by the Ger- 
mans and twice hit. 

(The coiuicii noted with approval the action of the Allied Naval Armistice. 

Commission.) 

4. (The Council had before it a report from the Supreme War Council 
relative to supplies to be furnished the Polish Army (see 
Report from the ^ Appendix B).) 

Supreme IP m Council Belin Stated that the Council had agreed on 

relative to aid to be ^ . , , . , . . , , ® 

given to Polish Army 1^“^ points embraced m this report, with the reservation 
by the American Representative to the effect that his 
Government could at the present moment not participate in any way in 
furnishing supplies to Poland. 

M, Tittoni observed that a Polish Committee for the purchase of war 
material had been in contact with his Government and he hoped that Jthe 
participation by Italy in the furnishing of supplies recommended under the 
terms of the W ar Council’s report would not interrupt the activities of this 
Polish Purchasing Committee in Italy. 

General Belin observed that the same situation existed in France. Genera! 
Le Rond called attention to the deficiency which would exist even if the 
recommendations contained in the report of the Supreme War Goimcil were 
fully carried out. Marshal Foch had made it clear that 600,000 sets of warm 
clothing were urgently necessary for the Polish army.-^ The Marshal had 
shown that it was a political as well as a military necessity to furnish this’ 
clothing immediately to the Polish army but it now appeared that only 
200,000 sets of warm clothing could possibly be sent to the Polish army; 
likewise, it was evident that no Power could supply sufficient roiling stock to 
Poia-nd in accordance with the recommendations of the report. Anything 
that any Power might be able to do over and above the contribution allotted 
to it by this report would be of the greatest possible benefit. The gravest 
problem necessarily was that of clothing; if the Polish army did not receive 
partially adequate clothing before the setting in of a rigorous winter it was 
extremely liable to become imbued with the dangerous revolutionary doc- 
trines by which they were surrounded. 

Mr.' Polk desired to ask the officers present if they thought that an army 
of the present size was a necessity to Poland. 

^ See Vol 1, No. 69, appendix G. 
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General Le Rond agreed with Mr. Polk’s underlying idea that the Polish 
army should be reduced to such a size as would be consistent with military 
necessity^ but a question of fact was presented in that the Polish Government 
was obliged to clothe even those men who were now under arms and who 
might later be demobilized. 

M. Tittoni felt that a reduction in the size of the Polish army was inevit- 
able. He recalled that when M. Paderewski was last heard before the Council 
he had made it very clear that it would be impossible for Poland to continue 
to pay an army of that size.'^ The Council felt that no Power or Powers could 
undertake the financial burden necessary for the maintenance of the Polish 
army, and the examination of the quekion had been postponed. His 
immediate concern, however, was not Bolshevism, for he felt that this was 
rapidly tending to become less dangerous. 

General Le Rond thought that it was somewhat premature to dismiss 
the question of the danger of Bolshevism thus lightly. 

M. Tittoni reiterated that the size of the Polish army must be reduced as 
there was no way of paying it, 

Mr. Polk called attention to the fact that according to a prior report on 
this question 100,000 new men were being called to the colours in November 
and 75,000 additional men would be called up in January and March. 

General Le Rond inquired whether the number of men demobilized was 
also shown in this report. It was a fact that the Poles had released a con- 
siderable number of the older classes. 

M. Pighon pointed out that in a recent debate in the Polish Diet the 
Minister of War had promised that a substantial number of men would 
shortly be demobilized : this, however, was dependent upon the situation in 
Russia, and according to latest advices, the end of the Soviet regime could 
hardly be predicted as likely to occur prior to the month of March. It would 
be highly imprudent therefore to cease taking serious precautions. Certainly 
every effort must be made to clothe the Polish army at once. 

Mr. Polk said there was no doubt of that. 

. jGeneral Belin pointed out that the report of the Supreme War Council 
had taken account of the fact that an additional effort relative to the supply 
of the Polish army might have to be made; it was for this reason that the 
report had specified that the general basis of its recommendations was a 
momentary one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe desired to point out that if the British were to be asked 
to make a further effort with respect to supplying the Polish army it should 
be remembered what had already been done by them; for instance, the 
British practically alone had undertaken the complete supply of the forces 
in southern Russia. 

It was decided: to accept the report submitted by the Supreme War 
Council relative to aid to be given to the Polish army and to transmit this 
report to Marshal Focli for execution. 

See Vol. I, No. 58, minute i. 
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5. (The Council had before it a draft proclamation of the Inter- Allied Rhine- 

land High Commission. (See Appendix G).) 

Proclamation of the TiRARD explained that this proclamation would be 

published on the day the Treaty entered into force He 
pointed out that m the first and second paragraphs oi tins 
proclamation mention was made only of the Allied Powers; if the United 
States should decide to designate a representative on this Commission the 
words hand Associated’ could be added to the words ‘the Allied Powers’ at 
the last moment. 

Mr. Polk said that the point could not be answered on that day. He 
would immediately transmit the draft of this document to his Government 
for its approval. 

(It was decided: 

to adopt the draft proclamation of the Inter-Allied .Rhineland .High 
Coinrnission, with the reservations that Mr. Polk would submit this t!<.>cii" 
nient to his Government for approval, and that in case the United States 
Government should communicate a decision to designate a representative 
on the Inter-Allied Rhineland High Commission, the words ‘and Associ- 
ated’ should be added in the first and second paragraphs to the words 
‘The Allied Powers’.) 

6. (The Council had before it a draft form of letter to be signed by the Presi- 

dent of the United States calling the first meeting of ' the 
Summoning of the Council of the League of Nations (see Appendix D),'a draft 

Fust Meeting of President of the Conference to the Spanish 

the Loimcil oj the r, • / * i- ns - t i i 

League of Nations Ambassador at .Pans (see Appendix L),= and a drait letter 

from the President of the Conference to the cliief delegate of 
the United States of America, the British Empire, Japan, Belgium, .Brazil 
and Greece. (See Appendix F).-*') 

M. Fromageot read and commented on these three draft letters and 
pointed out that it was most important to have the first meeting of tlie 
Council of the League of Nations take place at the very lioiir wlien flie 
Treaty came into effect and in the same place. Taking up the question of the 
Sarre territory, as an example, he showed that there was no obligation under 
the Treaty to appoint a Sarre Commission within any given time, but tliat 
if this were not done this district would be without any Government wliat- 

•■5 Not printed. The letter in appendix F was drafted in accordance the recom- 
mendations contained in the first part of the Drafting Committee’s reijorl tjf Octoljer :. 7. 
1919 (see No. 2, appendix E) and with the second resolution of the ,Suj>rt !Uf; Coundi, 
recorded in No, 2, minute 5; it explained the proposed procedure and requested the P* re, eis 
in question to designate their delegates to the Council of the League of Nalitms ; (lie prsHeuce 
of these delegates in Paris as soon as practicable was stated to be de.siral.>le in eonnexle-u uitii 
the holding of an unofficial meeting of the Council of the League of Nation.s to prc]>;u e ihr 
its first official meeting at the time of the deposit of the ratifications of ilie I Vcaiy tsi' \Vr- 
saiiles. The draft letter in appendix E to the Spanish Ambassador at Paris '.vas an adapta- 
tion of the draft in appendix F. 



soever, inasmuch as all German authority ceased the moment the Treaty 
came into force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that the same thing applied to Daiitzig. 

M, Fromageot said that this was not quite so in form, although substanti- 
ally it was so. 

Mr. Polk stated that he had already cabled the draft of the convocation 
of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations to Washington. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed to the necessity of having the first meeting take 
place at the moment the Treaty came into effect, but he was not so convinced 
of the necessity of having the first meeting in Paris. The essential machinery 
actually existed and was in London. 

M. Tittoni stated that he had just received from the Secretary Genera! 
at London the agenda for the first meeting of the Council of the League of 
Nations. There were two alternative agenda possible; if the United States 
were not represented at the first meeting of the Council of the League of 
Nations this meeting should take place in Paris and could only concern itself 
with the nomination of members of the Commission of Delimitation of the 
Sarre Territory; whereas, if the United States should be represented at this 
meeting it should take place in London and the agenda would then com- 
prise numerous questions which would necessitate protracted action. 

M. PiGHON pointed out that the agenda received by M. Tittoni could only 
be a draft. The question of the place where the first meeting of the Council 
of the League of Nations should take place could only be decided here by 
the "Supreme Council because Sir Eric Drummond could not act officially as 
General Secretary of the League of Nations before the Treaty came into 
force. Up to the present time all official meetings with reference to the 
organization of the League of Nations had taken place in Paris. M. Clemen- 
ceau and Colonel House had agreed that the first meeting should be in Paris.^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he was not aware of any such agreement. 

M. Fromageot pointed out that it would be most unfortunate to have 
nothing but the cjiiestion of the Sarre Delimitation Commission on the agenda 
of the first meeting. 

M. PiGHON said that President Wilson had agreed to call the first meeting 
of the Council of the League of Nations at Paris. 

Mr. Polk said that he was not objecting, but that he had never known 
that there was such an agreement. He thought, in fact, that it was better to 
have the first meeting here in Paris, but that he was quite unaware that there 
had been an agreement to that effect. He could recall nothing further than 
that at a meeting between MM. Clemenceau, Lloyd George, Tittoni and the 
Japanese Ambassador the matter had been discussed. He had never seen 
tlie letter in question from Colonel House to M. Clemenceau, except insofar 

Clcrtain correspondence of September 1919 between M. Clemenceau, Colonel House 
and President Wilson, relative to the convocation of the first meetiiigs of the organs Of the 
League of Nations, is printed by G. Seymour: The Intimate Papers of Colonel House (London 
1926-8), vol. iv, pp. 506-8. Cf. also Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States 
jgso (Washington, 1935) vol. i, pp. 6-7. 
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as he had seen press reports thereof, and he did not think that President 
Wilson was committed by this letter. 

M. PicHON remarked that if Mr. Polk had already cabled to Washington, 
there was nothing to do but to await a reply. 

It was decided: 

(1) to adopt the draft form of letter, to be signed by President Wilson, 

convoking the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations ; 

(2) to adjourn the consideration of the question of an unofficial meeting 

of the Council of the League of Nations. 

7. Mr. Polk summarized a letter from the Commanding General of the 
American Forces in Germany recommending that the 
cost of transportation to and maintenance in the United 
States of German subjects convicted of serious offences, 
entailing' a sentence of confinement of five years or more, 
against members of the American Forces or against the 
property or authority of the American Forces in Germany, 
be deemed a proper charge against the German Govern- 
ment as an item in the cost of maintenance of troops of 
occupation. 


Cost of Transportation 
to and maintenance in 
the United States of 
German subjects con- 
victed of serious offences 
against members of the 
American Forces or 
against the property or 
authority of American 
Forces in Germany 


It was decided : 

to refer this question to the Drafting Committee. 


8. (The Coiindl had before it a report from the Drafting Committee relati\’e 
to the enforcement of imfulfilled armistice clauses after 
Repoit qf the Drafting entrance into force of the Treaty and to affirmative 

enforcement of unfulfilled 01 action available to the Allied and x^ssociated 

Armistice Clauses after Powers (see Appendix G).) 

the entrance into force of M. Fromageot read and commented upon this report. 
the Treaty, aud io affr- PoLK asked whether a pacific blockade could be 

amilablern^he Allied by any other body than the League of Nations. 

and Associated Powers Fromageot said that the Covenant does provide 

means of pressure but his Committee was considering 
the ciuestion independently of the provisions with respect to the League of 
Nations and rather from the point of view of action to be taken I))' the .Vllied 
and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Polk queried whether economic pressure could not be exerted by the 
Reparation Commission. What he chiefly desired to ascertain was wlial was 
the quickest means of bringing pressure to bear on Germany. 

M. Fromageot said that apart from a blockade there could be dTecii\ e 
interdiction of commerce as well as financial measures. Furthermore there 
were additional means of bringing pressure to bear, for instance, it might be 
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provided that German goods and German freights should be subjected to a 
severe surtax which could go towards the payment of Germany’s debt for 
reparations. He added that if certain Powers had objections to a pacific 
blockade these objections could only be valid in so far as they emanated from 
Powers that had ratified the Treaty. Powers who had not ratified could 
declare a blockade and could take measures amounting to interdiction of 
commerce while requesting that the Powers which had ratified the Treaty 
should coordinate with them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that Mr. Polk’s question was not as to what 
measures might be taken but as to who might take them. 

M. Fromageot replied that the principal Allied and Associated Powers 
could ’do so. He added that an additional means of exerting pressure was 
the occupation of German territory, for which there were clear precedents, 
for instance, the occupation of the Duchy of Schleswig and of Mitylene.’’ 
Finally there remained the possibility of retaining prisoners until the Ger- 
mans should fulfil ail of their obligations arising out of the armistice. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that there were a good many practical questions 
remaining to be settled. Certainly the various Commissions charged with 
the supervision of the execution of the terms of the Armistice should report 
on the terms of the Armistice which still remained unfulfilled and submit 
these reports to the Council. He said that he knew offhand several unfulfilled 
clauses, for instance, the naval clauses. 

M. Berthelot suggested that each Committee charged with the super- 
vision of execution of the armistice clauses should be asked to report within 
four days on any unfulfilled clauses coming within their jurisdiction. 

It was decided; 

(1) that Marshal Foch and the competent Commissions (The Allied 
Armistice Commission at Cologne, the Allied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission at London, the Financial Commission) should report to the 
Council wdthin four days all clauses of the Armistice stiU remaining 
unfulfilled ; 

*■ (2) that Sir Eyre Crowe should take the necessary measures to secure this 

report from the Allied Naval Armistice Commission. 


9* 

Monthly Allowances to [Not printed] 

he assigned to General 

Officers, Members of 

Inter-Allied Commissions 

of Control in. Germany, 

who arc Chairmen neither 

of Commissions nor Sub- 

Commissions 

7 In igoi a French fleet was ordered to seize the island of Mitylene as an act of reprisal 
against Turkey, 


35 



10 , 


[Not printed]' 


Protest of the Greek 
Delegation against the 
Decision taken by the 
British Command to 
transport to Constanti- 
nople Turkish heavy 
artillery and munitions 
left in the Greek Zone of 
Occupation in Asia 
Minor 

II. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation on the 
repatriation of troops from Siberia (see Appendix J).'’ The 
Repatriation oj troops was stated to the Council.) 

‘ * Mr. Polk asked if it was settled as to who should pay tiie 

expenses of repatriation. 

hf. Tittoni observed that that was a different question; the only thing 
now to be decided was the order in which the troops were to be repatriated. 

3 The Suprerae Council considered this protest from the Greek Delegation, dated 
October 14, 1919 (appendix I in original). ‘M. Berthelot in commenting on the Greek 
protest, pointed out that the Greeks had no right to the material in question ; they liad only 
obtained the same by virtue of the decision of the Supreme Council which allowed them 
to occupy the Smyrna district to maintain order there. On the other hand, as the 'furks 
were being disarmed, they should not have this material either. It belonged to t^e repara - 
tion fund. He thought it might be best to approve the decision of the British Command, 
with the understanding that this matei-ial should be received and held in the name of iht' 
Allied Powers.’ The Supreme Council thereupon decided in this sense. 

^ Not printed. This note, dated October 18, 1919, stated that according to advices IVoin 
the French General Janin in Siberia to the French Ministry of W’ar tht^ strength of the 
troops to be repatriated from Siberia was ; Czechoslovaks, 54,000; Poles, u’,000; Rinima- 
nians 2,700; Letts in Krasnoyarsk, 800; Letts in Vladivostok, 1,000; Serbo-C boats ; p/i 
■‘Serbian regiments’, 1,4.00; {b) ‘Jugoslav regiments’, 1,600; (r) in X’ladivostcjk t,noo. 
‘Furthermore, the important transportation of families must be considen'd. For tlu' Pu.ii.sh 
division, in particular, there are about 2,500 persons.’ The Frencli note reprt^sented tlnil 
it was indispensable that the Supreme Council should ‘determine a logic’al and inip.'irtiai 
plan of evacuation which would have to be rigorously carried out’, and statrcl iIkU General 
Janin had established a plan ‘based on the services rendered by the dilfercnt (•(mliiigenis 
and on their state of morale’. It was observed that any other procedure might entail ■^et iou'; 
consequences, occasioning rival claims and disorders, and moi'eovrr tluii a meiiif tdical 
evacuation was necessary ‘in order to permit the Russians to org;iniz<- the relief of the 
foreign contingents on the Trans-Siberian. The weak resources of Admiral Koidiak in. 
men, the inefficiency of the railroads, would, in fact, prevent the Siberi;m Gov eminent from 
coping with any unforeseen situation.’ The note therefore submitted tci the Supreme 
Council General Janin’s plan for evacuation according to the following priorities; 
Czechoslovaks; (ii) Poles; (iii) Roumanians; (iv) Letts-detachmcni. of Krasnov-.u'sk ; 
(v) Serbo-Croats-'Serbian regiments of Krasnoyarsk and then the .so-called Jupts-lav 
regiments of Krasnoyarsk’; (note in original; ‘With the exception of tx few invalids, ih.e 
Serbians of Vladivostok, as well as several other detachments of the same’ origin sratlerru 
throughout Siberia, do not deserve to be removed before the prisoners. I’iu'y are cie.serlers 
and elements unworthy of interest’); (vi) Letts of Vladivostok. 
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Mr. Polk thought he had no objection as to the order in which the troops 
were to be repatriated, but he did not wish the question to be decided on that 
day. He recalled that he had heard that local conditions in Siberia made it 
inadvisable, for instance, to repatriate all the Gzecho-Slovak troops first. 

M. Berthelot wished to add, for the information of the Council, that it 
was understood that the French would bear the expenses of repatriation 
arising in Siberia, and that the British would bear the expense of sea trans- 
portation; afterwards a division of expenses would be made. He added that 
after considerable discussion M. Benes had promised him that the Czecho- 
slovak Government would pay at least half of the expenses of the repatria- 
tion of the Gzecho-Slovak troops, and, if possible, would do even better. 
There remained still unsettled the question of whether the United States 
would pay a part of the expenses. 

Mr. Polk said that the difficulty now was that his Government was pre- 
pared to pay a lump sum, but there was a question whether France and 
England could contribute. 

(It was decided; to adjourn the discussion and decision of this c|uestion.) 

(The meeting then adjourned) 

Hdtel de Crillon, 

Paris^ October 20^ IQIQ- 


Appendix A to No. 3 

i^th October igig. 

The Supreme Council of the Peace Conference have the honour to address to 
the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State an urgent reminder that 
the Royal Government have not yet signed and adhered to the Treaty of Peace 
with the Republic of Austria concluded at St. Germain-en-Laye on the loth 
September last, together with the Treaty between the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers on the one part and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State on the otlier 
which was signed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the same date. 

The Supreme Council, anxious to accord to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State every 
opportunity for consideration of the many important questions at present before 
them, have hitherto refrained from addressing to the Royal Government any 
demand which might be felt to embai’rass their position. The Supreme Council, 
however, cannot accord an indefinite delay to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
for the decision which must be taken as to whether these two Treaties already 
signed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers shall also be signed by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government. The Supreme Council have always been 
animated by the warmest feelings of friendship for and sympathy with the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State which they have been proud to consider a full ally and 
associate alike in the work of the Peace Conference and in the organisation and 
future activities of the League of Nations. It is therefore the more surprising to 
the Supreme Council that the Serb-Croat-Slovene State has hitherto refrained 
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from adhering to the Treaty of Peace with Austria in which fullest and most 
sympathetic account has been taken of the aspirations and needs of the Yugo-Siav 
people. It is true that the difficulty made by the Royal Serb-Groat-Slovene 
Government to the signature of the Treaty was based on the fact that an integral 
part of the Treaty was Article 51. This Article expanded into the Treaty between 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and the Seiia-Croat-Slovene State 
engages the Serb-Groat-Slovene State in the same way as all other Powers con- 
cerned or involved to the solemn acceptance of certain provisions for the protection 
of minorities and freedom of transit in conformity with the essential pi'inciples and 
under the high control of the League of Nations to which the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State has already adhered. 

The Supreme Council, however, are loath to believe that the Royal Serb;^Croat- 
Slovene Government intend to persist in objections which could only be regarded 
as expressing intentions and foreshadowing a policy totally contrary to that on the 
basis of which the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have accorded to the 
Yugo-Slav people as a whole their warm sympathy and support in their efforts 
towards the constitution and full international recognition of the Serl;)-Croat- 
Slovene Kingdom. 

Such a complete contradiction of the fundamental principles of the League of 
Nations it would be impossible for the Supreme Council to approve or to tolerate. 
The Supreme Council, however, are certain that the Allieci Serb-Groat-Slovene 
Government can have no intention of persisting in such a point of view. 

The Supreme Council, therefore, wish to remind the Royal Serb-Groat-Slovene 
.Government that it is impossible any further to prolong the delay to full acceptance 
of the Treaty. 

Confident in a friendly feeling and good intentions of the Alfieci Serb-Cfoat- 
Slovene nation, the Supreme Council venture to express the hope that tfie Royal 
Government will be good enough to notify them forthwith that the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene State engages to sign the two Treaties without reservation. Failing receipt 
of this promise the Supreme Council will be forced to conclude that the Royal 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Government hav^e decided to abandon the alliance and pisr.suc 
an independent policy, hostile to the Peace Conference and the League of Nations. 
The Supreme Council feel that there is no need to dwell on the serious situation 
in which the Serb-Croat-Slovene State would thereby be placed, forced \vithout 
any co-operation and support from the Powers comprising the League of NaticfiO?; 
to pursue an entirely isolated policy without any interuational recoguiiioa of its 
new territorial frontiers and political status. 

At a moment when similar stipulations have already been accepted in treat) 
form by other states concerned, the Supreme Council are unwilling to believe 
that the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State have tint intention 
of pursuing a policy at variance with all the principles on the leasts of wliidi the 
Peace Conference have supported the constitution of the S(;rl>Croat-Siovcue 
State. Convinced that the Royal Government, conscious of the Serb-Crtxit- 
Slovene people’s wholehearted desire to co-operate with tlieir Allies, will not ihil 
to take into account these serious considerations, the Supreme Council iiave die 
honour to ask from the Royal Government a positive <uid explicit reply within 
fifteen days from the present date. 
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Appendix B to No. 3 

Report on Furnishing Material to the Polish Army 
Superior War Council 

Military Representatives. Versailles, Oct. 15, igig . 

By a resolution under date of October 2, 1919, the Supreme Council decided 

I St — to submit the demands for material, received from the Polish Ministry of 
War, and approved by Marshal Foch, for examination by the military representa- 
tives of the Superior War Council at Versailles; 

2nd — to invite the military representatives at Versailles to examine the question, 
and to present a report thereon as soon as possible. 

It has been further decided that the execution of the measures recommended 
by the military representatives at Versailles, after approval by the Supreme 
Council, shall be confided to the Staff of Marshal Foch. 

The Military Representatives considering’. 

ist — that Poland has been, from the beginning of the war, the theatre of active 
operations; and that from this fact, she has been deprived of a great part of 
existence necessities; foodstuffs, clothing, railroad material and factories, and that 
it appears that she has nothing in reserve at the present time; 

2nd — that by utilizing ail her resources, Poland was able to organize and keep 
up, with the aid of the allies, an army of 500,000 men, which forced the Russian 
Red Armies into a rapid and extensive retreat; 

3rd — that the Polish army appears at the present time to be in complete 
destitution from every point of view (a great number of the men being clothed in 
denim (doile) ; linen, mantles, and blankets are completely lacking) ; that this 
destitution has already had a depressing influence on the health and morale of the 
troops, and that it might develop much more serious repercussions during the 
first ct)ld weather in those regions where winter is early and terribly severe; 

4th — that, by considering only the requests of the Polish Government touching 
their needs of immediate urgence, the Polish army in order to continue its existence, 
should receive : 

about 600,000 outfits, particularly warm clothing and overcoats, one-half 
^ * immediately and the other half before the middle of December; 

infantry and machine-gun ammunition, shells and caissons; 

1 00 locomotives and i ,500 cars for special army service ; 

5th — that the assistance of the Allied and Associated Powers concerning furnish- 
ing of material to Poland was favourably considered by the Supreme Council on 
June 27th 1919; 

esteem : 

isl — that, as they had already recommended in their report of July ii, 1919," 
relative to the material to be furnished to Poland, it would be advisable that the 
Allied and Associated Powers adopt: ‘all measures necessary to hasten the sending 
to Poland of the material asked for in the numerous requests of the Polish army’. 

2nd — that it would be well, as a consequence, to confide to Marshal Foch the 
mission: 

(a) of arranging with the Allied Staffs, the participation of each one of the 
Allied and Associated Powers in the furnishing of mateidal to the Polish 
See Voi. I, No. 6g, minute 2. “ See VoL I, No. 1 1, appendix F. 


39 



army, according to the general basis temporarily established by the 
Annex I hereto attached; 

(b) to arrange for the transportation and delivery of tliis material to Poland, 
by utilizing in so far as possible : 

the Italian and Austrian lines, the Swiss and Austrian lines and the Czecho- 
slovakia [n] roads; 

or by sea route, with debarkation at Dantzig as soon as debarkation shall 
have become possible, and if sea transportation presents greater advantage 
than railroad transportation. 

The Military Representatives wish to respectfully c:all the attention of the 
Supreme Council to the great urgency there is to take a decision in this matter, in 
order that the Polish army may receive warm clothing before the commencement 
of ■winter. 

Jfola.—ln accordance with the terms of a letter to his C'ollcaguc.s, dat<‘ of Ociobci- 
13, 1919, and attached hereto, as Annex II, the x^mericau Military Rcprescntativ'c 
makes a general reservation concerning the entire particij)ation ymssiblc of tin" 
United States, now or later, in the furnishing of supplies of every kind destined 
for the Polish army. 

Gen. Belin Sackville-West Cavallero Bliss 

French Mil. British Mil. Italian Mil. American hlil. 

Representative Representative Representative Representative 

Annex No. I 

Nature of the supplies which can be disposed of at the present time by 
the Allied and Associated Powers, for the provisioning of Poland , 

I. Great Britain. 10,000 rifles, 1,400 machine guns, 1 8 million cartridges. 

II. Italy. 500,000 flannel vest belts, 500,000 pairs of woollen gloves, several 
hundred thousand 75 mm. shells, 10,000 shells of 155 mm. 

III. United States. Has no material available, at the present time, for the 

provisioning of Poland. 

IV. France. Important number of complete outfits and several Imndrcds of 

thousands of metres of German cloth availalflc from tlic shocks recently 
ceded the French Government by the United States. .MisceliancfuS 
winter effects to be deducted from the wan- supplies. 

Annex No. II 

Superior War Council 

American Section versaiuj-x, October /y, /9/p. 

From: The American Military Representative 
To: Tlie French, British, and Italian Military Representatives. 

Referring to the minutes of the Session of the Military Repi-esciUmivcs hrld in 
Versailles on October 26th [r/c], during which the iS-Iilitary Keprescma.ii\cs 
examined Marshal Foch’s recommendation relative to the furnisliing of matt.-ri:*! 
to the Polish army, I have the honour to communicate the following to 

On October 7th, I telegraphed, to the Minister of War and to tlie Chief oi' Stall, 
the recommendation submitted by Marshal Foch to Mr. Giemenceau in a letter 
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dated September 2gth, concerning the shipping of supplies of all kinds to the Polish 
army.-’ In the same telegram I informed the Washington Government of the 
extent of the needs of the Polish army, extent submitted by the Polish Minister of 
War and approved by Marshal Foch. In the telegram I posed the following 
cpiestions : 

1st. Will the United States participate in the furnishing of funds or material, 
or both, destined for the Polish army? 

2nd. If the Government of the United States decides to participate, will it 
determine its own contribution or will it agree to furnish the same contribu- 
tion as each one of the other Principal Allied and Associated Powers which 
would also participate? 

In reply to this telegram, the War Department at Washington directed me to 
communicate the following decision to my Colleagues : 

ist. The Government of the United States has no authority, under the present 
legislation, to take part in the aid proposed, even by furnishing supplementai'y 
assistance ; 

Qnd, The supplementary supplies of the United States in Europe hav^e been 
extensively drawn from, and new sales to Poland on credit, outside of the supple- 
mentary supplies in the United States, cannot be approved; 

3rd. As an act of Congress in the United States should precede all definite 
action, the Government and the W ar Department are not disposed to recommend 
such a measure, considering their present views on the interests of the United 
States. 

Tasker H. Bliss 

General, American Army, 

* American Military Representative. 


Appendix C to No. 3 

Proclamation of the Interallied High Commission to the Rhineland 

In execution of the Peace Treaty, the Interallied High Commission of the 
Rhineland assumes, from this date, the supreme representation of the Allied 
Governments in occupied territory. 

^ ® Guided by the instructions of the Allied Governments, the Commission desires 
to make as light as possible, for the Rhenish population, the burden of occupation, 
under the single condition that the German Government fulfills its duties con- 
cerning the reparations due to the victims of the war. 

The High Commission guarantees to the Rhenish populations the full execution, 
both in word and spirit, of the occupation statutes, the especially generous regime 
of which is unprecedented in histor^L 

The Commission will see, moreover, in accord with the High Command of the 
Allied troops, that no prejudice is introduced concerning the safety of the troops. 
It will suppress, without needless severity' but with firmness, any enterprise against 
the security of these troops, which in 1918 crossed the frontiers under the emotion 
of the spectacle of their devastated homes, the memory of the horror of the treat- 
ment inflicted on their wives, parents and children, and which, by their self control, 
winning the most noble of victories, have, for ten months, furnished the Rhenish 
populations with the benefits of order, assistance from their ipwn supplies, and their 
example of discipline. 
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The High Commission counts upon the collaboration of the German functiona- 
ries and magistrateSs in order to assure, by complete harmony in this collaboration, 
a regime of order, labour and peace for the populations of the occupied territory; 
responsible for public order, the burden of which finally falls on the troops of 
occupation, the Commission intends to guarantee justice, the exercise of public 
and private liberty, the development of the legitimate aspirations and the pros- 
perity of the Rhenish populations. 

The High Commission hopes that the contact between the troops of the Allied 
and Associated Nations and the Rhenish population will be, not a cause ol friction, 
but a means to establish better acquaintance and to develop a closer relationship 
between labour, order, and the future peace of a better humanity. 


Appendix D to No. 3 
Drafting Committee 

Plan of Convocation of the First Council of the League of Nations in 
accordance with Article 5 of the Convention 

(To be addressed to the Governments of the United States of America, British 
Empire, French Republic, Italy, Japan, Belgium, Brazil, Spain, Greece.) 

In compliance with Article 5 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, the 
President of the United States of America has the honour to inform the Govern- 
ment of that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Na tions will 

be held at the place, day and hour of the signature of the first proces-verbal of the 
deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles, of June 28, 1919, 

The date upon which this act will take place will be definitely determined Jatcr 
by the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

The President of the United State.s ventures to hope that the representative of 
the Government of will not fiiil to attend this meeting, 


Appendix G to No. 3 

Note to the Supreme Council relative to the Execution of the Obligations 
imposed by the Armistice 

I St. In principle, the stipulations of the Armistice are replaced by tlio.se of the 
Peace Treaty; but, the obligations imposed by the Armistice may remain in force, 
whether by virtue of their permanent character, or as a result of their remaining 
in force, as expressly or implicitly provided for by the Treaty itself. Tliis applies 
in particular concerning the obligations of Germany referred to in Arlides'aia 
(Protection of Territories), 248 and 251 (Financial Obligations). It is under these 
conditions that the accomplishment of the non-executed clauses of the Armi.stic.e 
may be demanded by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

*2 The text of this draft letter is printed in Papers relathig to the Foreign Relations of the Uniled 
States IQ20 vol. bp.'/. 



2nd. Until the entry into force of the Treaty, the Powers have as a means of 
action the right to renounce the Armistice and resume hostilities (Rules of The 
Hague, Article 40; Armistice of November ii, 1918, Article 34). After the entry 
into force of the Treaty, the Powers will have no other means of action to insure 
the execution of the obligations incumbent on Germany than the guarantees 
stipulated in the Treaty itself, or resulting from the general principles of the rights 
of peoples. 

The guarantees provided for by the Treaty are, it is known, particularly those 
contained in Article [s] 213, 428 to 432 of [? and] Par. 18 of Annex II of Article 244 
(Reparations), Especially relative to the Baltic provinces, the Treaty contains 
as a guarantee for their execution, the provisions of Article 433. 

As^a means of coercion, according to the general principles of the rights of 
peoples, apart from war means, can be cited : economic pressure in default of the 
blockade called pacific, which raises objections on the part of certain Powers — 
reprisals, such as an occupation of territory, a seizure of German merchant vessels 
of less than i ,600 tons, a detention of prisoners of war. 

Furthermore, Germany might be warned that the Treaty would not enter into 
force until such time as she had previously executed in their entirety the obligations 
assumed by her in the Armistice — or to \sic\ further stipulate on the part of 
Germany, at the time of the entry into force, of an express renewal of certain of 
her Armistice obligations, by henceforth submitting their execution to the super- 
vision of an Interallied Commission or to any other control deemed necessary. 

However, it is important to remember that by the terms of the final clauses of 
the Treaty, the proces-verbal of deposit must be drawn up ‘as soon as the Treaty 
shall have been ratified by Germany, on the one hand, and by three of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the other’. Now, it is publicly known 
that, in fact, Germany and three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
have actually ratified. Germany might thus take advantage of the said final 
claui|es and demand the accomplishment of the formality of the proces-verbal of 
deposit without further delay. But, in such an event, an adjournment of the 
completion of the proces-verbal by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
would be justified as a measure of reprisal. 


No. 4 

H. D. 74.] .Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichorfs Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 
October 22^ i 9 i 9 -> at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F, L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Flarrison. 

British Empire’. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France’. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Percin, 

Italy’. M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Barone Russo, 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.\ Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned; 

U.S.A.: Mr. E. L. Dresel, Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr. A. Leeper, Commandant 
[Commander] Lucas. 

France: Commandant Levavasseur, Commandant Aron, M. Cheysson. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to bring to the attention of the 
Council a telegram which had just been received, accord- 
Landing of a German. -which a German aeroplane had made a forced 

Aeroplane at Kovno , ® ,. . , . , , , i t- t'i • i 

landing m the neighbourhood oi ivovno. Ihis aeroplane 
carried two German civilian pilots and three passengers, one. of whom was 
Russian and the other two Turkish; this aeroplane was travelling from Berlin 
to Moscow and was being held until further orders. ^ 

^ The telegram in question was evidently one dispatched by Col. Rowan Rolhn.son, 
British Military Representative at Kovno, on October 17, 1919, and received b)' tlie Biitish 
delegation in Paris on October 21. This telegram gave no particulars other tlian those 
communicated by Sir E. Crowe to the Supreme Council. 

On October 22 Col. R. B. Ward, Assistant British Commissioner for the Baltic Provinces 
stationed at Kovno, sent the following report of the incident to General Malcolm, Chief of 
the British Military Mission in Berlin : 

‘Sir, I have the honour to report that a German aeroplane landed at Kovno on the after- 
noon of the 1 6th October, having been brought by the German pilot under Lithuanian 
escort from Abeli, close to the Bolshevik front line at Dvinsk. The aeroplane, which is a 
monoplane of new and interesting construction, is quite new and w'as built by t:he Junkers 
Flugzeugwerke A.G., Dessau. Its I'ecent history is as follows: on October and, according 
to the demobilized Obeiieutnant Hans Hesse, of the German Flying Service, now in the 
employ of the Junkers firm, the Ministry of War at Berlin ari-anged for this aci'oplane to 
fly to von der Goltz with an important letter. The aeroplane was not comijlctdy •••cady 
and by the 8th the German Government had changed its mind as a message was sent to 
Dessau to say that the machine need not fly to von der Goltz. On the same da}-, howex-er, 
it flew to Berlin where arrangements were made for it to fly from Berlin to Moscow. It left 
Berlin on the loth inst. and arrived at Koenigsberg on the 13th, having made two forced 
landings on the way owing to minor defects. It left Koenigsberg on the ifjth and landed 
at Shavli at the aerodrome kept by the Russian [anti-Soviet] troops, bctw('en la and ;•] p.m- 
The occupants spoke to various Russian and German officers, and the only ]r(‘rso!i wlm was 
reejuired to show' his papers was Hesse, They were received very well and had their meals 
there, and the Russian officers, having been informed that the machine was ilying ttj 
Moscow, gave various letters to be taken to Moscow and Petrogra<!. 'i’he fact that no 
attempt was made to control their journey to Moscow, let alone prevent it, and no vcritica- 
tion of the occupants having been required, gives me to suppose that paijer,-. wnv ttikt-n to 
the Russo-German troops there of some important nature, althtnigh naturally 1 Icssc would 
not say so. .Soon after three they proceeded in the direction of Russia, but at four p.m. on 
the 15th, owing to clouds and the approach of darkness, they landeti at .Vbcii. The uccu- 
pants on landing inquired regarding their whereabouts and expressed ;mnu}.ii!re at siili 
being in Lithuanian territory, but immediately afterwards were taken iiitf) the charge id 
soldiers and kept in custody until next day, when the aeroplane, us 1 havi- (Explained abo'.-c. 
was brought to Kovno wdth the pilot and mechanic on board, the other passcnger.s bcljig' 
sent to Kovno by rail. 

‘The folio^ving is a list of the passengers; — 

‘Hans Hesse, Pilot, German subject living in Dessau, in the emplu}- (jf the linifcr-' 
Flugzeugwerke A.G. 
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Journey of the Delegates [Not printed] 

to the Labour Congress 
at Washington 

‘Paul Maruszykj mechanic, German subject in the employ of the Junkers Flugzeugwerke 
A.G. 

‘Abraham Frankl, a Russian Jew, engineer in the Junkers firm, Dessau, who states he is 
being taken on the trip as interpreter. 

‘Dr. Dmitri Nicola, alias Sayd Emin, a Christian Turk, native of Bulgaria, recently 
staying in Berlin, who states he is a chemist by profession and now working for the Turkish 
Red Cross. He explains his two names as being due to the fact that a Christian Turk must 
have a Turkish as well as a Christian name, 

‘ Mohammed Ali Sami, Turkish subject recently staying in Berlin, nativ^e of Constantinople, 
doctor of medicine. States he is Chief of the Turkish Red Cross in Russia. 

‘The two latter pei'sons have passports from the German Government in Berlin viseed 
by the Lithuanian Representative who about two weeks ago wrote to his Government 
stating that he had viseed these passports and that these two Turks should be watched 
during their journey through Lithuania. The others have no papers showing the business 
on which they are proceeding, and merely possess the usual identification papers. 

‘According to Hesse, he was commissioned by his firm to fly this aeroplane to Moscow 
in order to make inquiries as to the possibility of selling the* patent and establishing a 
factory in Russia for the manufacture of aeroplanes of this kind, I enclose a copy of a docu- 
ment he had with him in connexion with this [see below]. Apart from this and the fact that 
he is the aeroplane pilot, he says he knows nothing about the other passengers whom he 
was told to take in the ordinary course of his duties, 

‘Maruszyk is merely a German mechanic of Polish extraction and has no imi^ortance in 
the(.raatter. 

‘On Erankl, the so-called interpreter, we found two letters from a friend of his in the 
Junkers firm, named Depp, to his father in Petrograd. These letters go to prove that PI esse 
had two tasks to perform in flying the aeroplane to Moscow, viz., ( i ) to start trade relations 
with Jhe Soviet Government; and (2) to take a person from Germany, who, he states, is 
of great importance for the Bolshevik Government. He also states in his letter that he would 
like his father to come to Moscow, so that he could arrange for Krasin, a well-known 
Bolshevik Commissar, to make the acquaintance of either Hesse or this important pei'sonage, 
but here the text is not quite clear. 

‘Dr. Dmitri Nicola, alias Sayd Emin, says that he was travelling on behalf of the Turkish 
J^id Cross in order to enter into negotiations with the Soviet Government about the return 
of Turkish prisoners of war. He states that the German Government had asked him verbally 
to try and make arrangements for the return of some German hostages in exchange for 
Radek. Nicola had eighty thousand roubles on him, which he states was for the purpose 
of paying the expenses for the pilot and mechanic during the journey , and for buying petrol, 
&c. The firm is charging nothing for the trip, and is paying the salaries of the pilot and 
mechanic. 

‘Mohammed Ali Sami tells the same tale as Nicola. 

‘Hesse states that as the German Government did not want to compromise itself, it gave 
no passes or papers to any of the party to show that they were bound for Bolshevik territory. 
In the aeroplane was found a map made by the German War Ministry, dated ist September, 
showing the number of troops which could be massed against the Bolsheviks in ali countries 
ranged against them. 

‘Mohammed Ali Sami professes to be the head of the party, but the Lithuanians, who 
have conducted the examination of these persons, state that the one who makes the most 
intelligent, educated, and polished impression is Dmitri Nicola, who they think has the 
leading role. 

‘I have told the Lithuanian Government to detain these individuals and the aeroplane 
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3- M. Tittoni wished to announce that Italy had appointed Count Bonin- 
Langare, Italian Ambassador in Paris, as its Delegate on the 
Coor^ZioZy^' permanent Committee charged with the execution of the 
Q^LJZsZZmg Treaty, and Professor Pagliano as second Delegate. 
to the Inierpreta- M. PiGHON said that France would be represented on the 
lion and Execution Committee by himself, and by M. Berthelot as second Dele- 
of the Treaty of 
Peace ° 


pending further instructions, and therefore I request you to make inquiries and teiegraph 
to me whether these persons can be allowed to proceed on their journey to Moscow. The 
Lithuanian Government, with the materials at their disposal, are unable to make any further 
investigations as to the identity of the various individuals, or the nature of the work to be 
performed in Russia. 

‘In my opinion it would be absolutely unjustifiable to allow them to proceed iiulhcr on 
their journey until they have completely e.xiplained themselves, and have been granled the 
necessary authority by you, for the following reasons: — (i) In view of tlie blockade ii is not 
permitted for an aeroplane to proceed into Russia without some form of pass; pj') Ihe 
journey was avowedly undertaken to commence trade relations between German)' and 
Russia, which is not permitted at present; (3) The map discovered in the junoplane gi\'es 
one to suppose that some form of spying was intended; (4) The passengers ha\'e insufiicient 
and unsatisfactory papers to enable them to undertake a peculiar journey of this kind at 
such a time. 

T should therefore be glad if you could make the necessary enquiries and telegraph to 
me at the earliest possible moment if the aeroplane and its occupants can proceed ; or if not, 
exactly what steps are to be taken in the matter. 

‘I am sending copies of this letter to the Foreign Office, the British Mission in Paris, a nd 
to Colonel Tallents at Riga.’ , 

The following is a translation from the original German of the enclosure in Ciol. Ward’s 
report : 

‘Mmra^as. 

‘Mie — Kie. , Dessau, [figure illegible] October 1919. 

Instructions for Central Offices. 

T, Patents 

‘To establish the position of patent matters in Russia. Is the patent law to i:)e prcHumcd 
to be subject to variations of form of government? Would it be possible for applica- 

tions to accompany a further flight? General information about the patent position. 

‘II. Aircraft 

‘i. Is there any possibility as to manufacture in the future? What is the j)osifit)n and 
stability of the industry in this respect? Are there any parties interested? What internal 
security exists? Would it be possible to send German engineers and workmen there? 

‘2. Sale. Is there any demand for sale on the part of: {a) private persons, [h] authorities, 
(c) military? What is the demand for the purchase of completed aircraft? Does there exist 
any pos.siblc demand for the establishment of companies for air traffic? Describe in tliis 
connexion the great prospects and possibilities of development of the Junkers aircraft. Cnti- 
nccted therewith is the development of a large traffic connexion from Germany to the Far 
East or single air traffic lines in the interior of Russia, e.g. Moscow-Petensburg. &r. or. 
eventually, brancli lines from the Siberian railway, e.g. to the north for the fur trade, &c. 

‘3. Trade exchanges with the help of aircraft, possibly for own or foreign account. For 
example, in present conditions an air transport trade across the frontier for barter ti'affic 
could be considered. Who is to undertake the business and to supply the aircraft? Dra-.s- 
up a list of exchange goods to be exported here from Russia. Goods from here in excl uurgc; 
might, for example, be aluminium article. What prices can be reckoned on for them? 
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[Not printed]^ 

German and Austro- 
Hungarian Banks in 
Turkey 


‘4. In respect of all these prospective points it should first be established to what extent 
the preliminary steps and undertakings can proceed independently as far as possible of a 
possible change of government. 

MIL General 

‘Investigate the general economic position. WTiether the aircraft is to be sold owing to 
especially favourable circumstances, or owing to the impossibility of bringing it back, must 
be left to the general state of things. If the aircraft is damaged, try to sell the separate 
parts, motor, &c,, on as favourable terms as possible.’ 

On receipt by the British delegation in Paris of Col. Rowan Robinson’s telegram of 
October 17, it was forwarded by General Groves to General Duval under cover of a letter 
dated October 22 requesting the latter to bring the telegram to the notice of Maishal Foch. 
General Groves said in this letter: ‘I suggest that the aeroplane shall be confiscated, its 
personnel retained as prisoners, and that the German Government shall be called upon for 
an explanation of this flight. I would point out that in addition to being an infringement 
of the Air Glauses of the Peace Treaty, this flight has been carried out in direct defiance of 
the Supreme Council’s insti'uctions embodied in a resolution of agth September’ (see Vol. I, 
No, 67, minute 2). 

On October 29, 1919, Col. Rowan Robinson telegraphed to the British delegation in 
Paris giving some of the main particulars contained in Col. Ward’s report. On November 7 
Ge^jeral Groves forwarded this telegram to General Duval under cover of a letter in which 
he stated : M consider that it is most important that this very clear and definite instance of 
the infringement of the Air Glauses of the Peace Treaty shall not be allowed to pass un- 
challenged, particularly in view of the fact that the papers carried in this machine are 
evidence of the official complicity of the German Authorities. 

‘I sliall be glad if you will be good enough to inform me whether Marshal Foch can see 
his way to taking the action I suggested in my letter No. 720 of the 22nd October. In view 
of the fact that the President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control is a 
British General (General Masterman) the responsibility for ensuring that the Air Clauses 
of the Peace Treaty are carried out will rest primarily with me as soon as the Commission 
beg ins to work, but in the meantime in order to strengthen General Masterman’s hand it 
is most desirable that every possible action shall be taken with regard to the constant evasions 
of the Air Clauses which I report to you.’ 

On January 13, 1920, the Foreign Office, being in receipt of no recent information con- 
cerning this matter, addressed a letter to the Director of Military Intelligence asking what 
action had been taken. No reply to this letter has been traced in Foreign Office archives. 

^ The Supreme Council considered a note from the Financial Commission dated 
October 15, 1919 (appendix A in original), reporting ‘receipt of a telegram in which the 
French High Commissioner at Constantinople requests specific and identical instructions 
for all delegations as to the attitude to be adopted in regard to German banks in Turkey 
from the date of the coming into force of the Treaty with Germany’. The Financial Com- 
mission had taken the occasion to examine and approve earlier, unspecified, action by the 
Allied High Commissioners in Constantinople as regards German and Austrian banks in 
Turkey, and had drafted a telegram to them from the Governments of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers reporting this approval and giving guidance for the future. After 
a brief discussion the Supreme Council, having regard to the legal issues involved, referred 
the Financial Commission’s note and draft telegram to the Drafting Committee for exami- 
nation and report (cf. No. 6, minute 9). 
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Sequestration of pro- 
perty belonging 
to the Greek 
Orthodox Com- 
nmnity of Budapest 

6 . 

Repatriation of 
Staff of Turkish 
Embassy at Vienna 


7 » 

Permission to 
Work the Pecs 
Coal Mines 


[Not printed] 


[Not printed] 


[Not printed]^ 


8. (The Council had before it a revised draft of a note addressed to the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene Government dated October 20th5 1919, which 
^rmtsiovene ^' prepared by the American Delegation (see Appendix 

Government . 

Mr. Polk said that he had asked for certain moditications 

of form in the draft which the Council had examined at last Monday’s meet- 
ing;'^ the text which he had prepared had been distributed to the various 
Delegations. 

M. Berthelot said that the Serbian Delegation refused to sign the Treaty 
of Peace with Austria on account of the Minorities Treaty: this had not been 
done without hesitation on its part. The only reason that the Serbs gave for 
not signing immediately was that they were without a cabinet at tlie time. 
Now. however, after a long crisis, a cabinet had been formed.-^ Mr. Trumbic 
had left Belgrade and he and Mr, Patchitch had instructions to sign. Under 
these circumstances it was a question whether the proposed step was a neces- 
sary one. In a conversation which he had had with Mr. A'’esnit('h, the latter 
had insisted upon his demand that if the Minorities Treaty be modiiieil to 
give satisfiction to the Greeks or Roumanians, the Serb-Croat-Slo\ (ait: 
Government should also benefit by these modifications. 

Mr. Polk said he had received a telegram from the United States Minister 
at Belgrade announcing the departure of Mr. Trumbic who had received 

^ iVfter a brid' discussion the Supreme Council decided to refer to the Economic Com- 
mission for examination and report a note from the Yugoslav delegation datcfl Octuijcr 
1919 (appendix D in original), explaining the stringency of Yugoslavia’s coal [JosilEm aiui 
requesting ‘that the exploitation of the Petchoui [Pecs] mines be, by the 'I'rcaty witij Hun- 
gary, given to us for a short period of five years after which vve think we shall lie able to 
produce sufficiently for our consumption’. 

See No. 3, minute a, and appendix A. 

5 Cf. No, I, note ii. 
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instructions to sign the Treaty: under these conditions it was perhaps not 
necessary to send a note, 

M. PiGHON was of the same opinion. 

M. Tittoni inquired whether the Serbs meant to sign the Treaty only 
after it had been modified. 

M. Berthelot stated that no modifications had been made to the Treaty 
since the Council had last heard Mr. Vesnitch, at which meeting M. Tittoni 
was present. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the situation was not the same for the 
Treaty with Serbia as regards Minorities as for Treaties with Greece and 
Roiimania. The Principal Allied Powers had already signed the Treaty with 
the Serb-Groat-Slovene Government. 

M. Berthelot said that the question had already been brought up in con- 
nexion with Poland ; Poland had asked that if on any important point a more 
favourable situation was granted to the Roumanians, concerning the Jewish 
question for instance, the same advantages should be granted to Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was important that no promise should 
be given. 

M. Berthelot said there was no question of giving a promise, for should 
it be given, such a promise would not amount to very much. The modifica- 
tions requested by the Roumanians, as a matter of fact, either concerned the 
very essence of the Treaty, and therefore could not be accepted, or questions 
such as the Jewish question [Pwhich] did not concern the Serb-Groat-Slovene 
Government. Under these conditions the Serbs would have difficulty in 
availing themselves of the Treaty with Roumania in order to ask for a more 
favourable regime. Should it be necessary to introduce certain modifications 
in tlic Serbian Treaty, the fact that the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers had already signed would not be an obstacle thereto. 

M. PiGHON said that for the moment it was only a question of finding out 
whether we could tell the Serbs that if the other Treaties concerning Minori- 
ties were modified, they should benefit by the same modifications. As far as 

was concerned he thought it advisable to ask the Serbs to sign purely and 
simply. Mr. Trumbic had left Belgrade with instructions to sign the Treaty 
of Peace with Austria, therefore, it would be better to await his arrival. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was of the same opinion. 

It was decided; 

to adjourn until a further meeting of the Council the sending of a note 
inviting the Serb-Groat-Slovene Government to sign the Treaty with 
Austria and the Minorities . Treaty. (See Appendix E.) 

9. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation dated 
Paris, October 17th, 1919 (see Appendix F).) 

Seizure oj Eyre Growe said that a certain latitude had always 

in^e^Baltic^ been given to the Gommander-in-Gliief of the Naval Forces in 
the Baltic, and the Council had always avoided giving a deci- 
sion on the measures taken by him. We were bound to recognize the deci- 
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sions by virtue of wliicli the German shipping in the Baltic had been stopped. 
Perhaps these decisions had been executed too strictly; in fact, he was 
informed that their execution sometimes entailed unnecessary inconvenience 
not only for the Germans but also for Neutrals, and for this reason sailings 
of German ships which were carrying food-stufls from Denmark to the plebis- 
cite zone of Schleswig had been held up. It was therefore necessary to direct 
the Naval Commanders to act with great discretion and to carry out their 
measures in such a way as not to affect without good cause navigation in the 
Baltic; we should instruct the Admirals to interfere as iittie as possible with 
traffic between neutral ports, and even, in certain cases, to authorize traffic 
between German ports. 

M. Tittoni remarked that it was the intention of the Council t(j pr<‘ven( 
ill an effective way commerce with ports of Bolshevik Russia; its oltjecl was 
not to interfere with traffic in the Baltic. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was not only a. cpiestion of the lilockade of 
Russia; he also had in mind the situation brought about by the action of the 
Germans in Gourlaiid.^’ The Naval experts should be requested to prepare 
the draft of an answer to the German note. 

Mr. Polk asked tliat the draft of this answer be submitted to the Goiincii. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the Allied Naval Armistice Commission should be asked to execute 

the measures prescribed by it with regard to the situation in the 
Baltic Provinces in such a way as to take into account the legiti- 
mate interests of neutral commerce and certain urgent neejls icii ii 
respect to supplies for German ports ; 

(2) that the Naval Experts should present to the Council as soon as pos- 

sible a draft answer to the German note of October ITtln 1919.' (See 
Appendix F.) 


10. (The Council had before it a note from the Roumanian Delegation dared 
Representation of October 1 8th, 1 9 1 9, requesting represen tatioi 1 on the Com - 
Roumania on the missions charged with the recovery of material, which 
Arjnistice Commissions functioning in Germany in the interests of France and 
charged with the Re- Belgium in execution of the Armistice Glauses (see .-Vopen- 
covery of material in 

M. Berthelot said that it was difficult to acccoi llm 


Roumanian demand. As a matter of fact the right which tlu^ Roumanian 
Delegation was demanding had been recognized by the Armisticaj in lawjur 
of France and Belgium alone; on the other hand, the Roimianiaiis had not 
hesitated to go ahead and recover alone material in Hungary, it was llicrc- 
fore difficult to grant them this favour. He therefore proposed that (his nnic 
should be referred back to the Reparation Commission with a request ihai 
it should examine and advise in what measure it was possible tc grant ii. 

M. Tittoni did not think that this was a question of application of die 
Treaty. The Armistice only stipulated a recovery of material taken away b)' 
^ See VoL III of this series. ? igut prmi.Ci,l. 


50 


German troops in favour of France and Belgium. Once the Treaty came into 
force, the situation would be diflferent, and recovery of this kind would be 
made in favour of all the Allies. He thought, however, that the Reparation 
Commission was best qualified to examine the Roumanian request. 

It was decided: 

to refer to the Committee on the Organization of the Reparation Coni- 
mission for examination and report the note of the Roumanian Delegation 
dated October 19th, 1919 (see Appendix G),7 requesting representation on 
the Commissions charged with the recovery of stolen material w'hich are 
operating in Germany under the clauses of the Armistice. 


II. • 

Offer of the National 
Lutheran Council of 
the United States with 
regard to the execution 
of article 4^8 of the 
Treaty of Peace with 
Germany 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Crillon^ Paris, 

October 22, igig. 

Appendix E to No. 4 

Revised Draft of Communication from the Supreme Council to the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government relative to the signature of Peace with Austria. 

jj October igig. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers have the honour to 
address to the Royal Government of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State an urgent 
reminder that they have not yet signed the Treaty of Peace wdth the Republic 
of Austria concluded at St. Germain-en-Laye on the loth of September last, and 
the Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Pow'ei's and the Serlr- 
Croat-Slovene State which was signed by the former on the same date. 

Anxious to accord to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State every opportunity for 
consideration of the many important questions now before them, the Supreme 
Council have hitherto refrained from presenting to the Royal Government any 
request "which might embarrass their position during a period of internal stress, 
for the Council have alw^ays been animated by the warmest feelings of friendship 
and sympathy for the Serb-Groat-Slovene State, which they have been proud to 
consider an ally and associate alike in the conduct of the war, in the work of the 
Peace Conference, and in the organization of the League of Nations. 

They feel confident, therefore, that the Royal Government wall not persist in 
objections which could only be regarded as foreshadowing a policy tending to 

^ The nature of the offer was not specified in the minute and the examination of the 
question was adjourned. 


[Not printed]® 
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separate that country from the Allied and Associated Powers, who have heartily 
cooperated in the creation and in the full international recognition of the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State. 

It lias, however, become impossible further to prolong the clela,y, and the 
Supreme Council must earnestly request that the Royal Governmenl; be good 
enough to notily them promptly that they are prepared to sign the Treaties without 
reservation. 


Appendix F to No, 4 

Mote from German Delegation dated October /y, igig, on the subject of 
Blockade Measures enforced in the Baltic Sea. 

German Peace Delegation October //, i()ig. 

The German Government urgently requests that the liiockade measures taken 
concerning the Baltic Sea be limited to those which are militaril)' necessary .and 
that the fishing rights, navigation between German ports, ferry na\-igalion, the 
maintenance of light ships [Seescichendampfer [w]) be unmolested. 

Furthermore, the German Government requests the liberation of the German 
vessels captured because of unfamiliarity with orders issued, as is particularly the 
case concerning the coal tenders plying to Konigsberg. 


No. 5 

No. [h.d.] 75.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in Ad. Pichon’s Room at the Qjuii df)rsa)h Paris, on 
Thursday, October 2j, igig, at lo.jo a.ni. 

Present: U.S.A.: Flon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. li. NornKui. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bcrlhdot, M. de 
Pcrcin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, Don Ascanio Golonna. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Gapt. Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter : M, Mantoux. 

'Pile following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : Dr. J. B. Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Mr. Tufton, Mr. A. Deeper, Commander Mcic- 
donald, R.N. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, .M. 

Fromageot, M. Aubert. 

Italy : M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Jal>an : M. Shigemitsu. 
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I. (The Council had before it a communication from the President of the 


Communicatmi from 
the German Peace 
Delegation relative 
to the Sending of 
German and Austrian 
Delegates to the 
International Labour 
Congress at Washing- 
ton 


German Peace Delegation, dated Paris, October 22, 1919, 
addressed to Mr. Polk (see Appendix A).) 

Mr. Polk called the attention of the Council to the 
second paragraph of the communication from the President 
of the German Peace Delegation, which stated that, 

‘The Austrian Government will probably likewise 
appoint delegates who will travel together with the 
Germans, and whose number and names will likewise 


be communicated at a very early date.’ 

He tliought that it was most surprising that the German Peace Delegation 
should undertake to answer with respect to the attendance of Austrian Dele- 
gates to the International Labour Congress. He stated that a liaison officer 
of the American Delegation had been instructed to call Baron von Lersner’s 
attention to this matter and that Baron Eichoff ^ would likewise be asked by 


what authority the German Delegation assumed to speak for the Austrian 
Government in this matter. These inquiries would be made orally and he 
would communicate the result thereof. 


M. PiGHON said that the Council approved of the action of the United 
States Delegation; it could not be admitted that the German Peace Delega- 
tion should assume this authority. 


2 . 

Report of the Sub-Com- [N ot printed] ^ 

mittee on the Execution 
of the Treaty with Ger- 
many relative to the 
Organization of Plebis- 
cite Commissions in 
Silesia, Allenstein, and 
Marienwerder 

^ Austrian Plenipotentiary at Paris in charge of Austrian relations with the Supreme 
Ciouncil and with Fiance after the signature of the Ti'eaty of St. Germain-en-Laye. 

^ The report in question, dated October 21, 1919 (appendix B in original), was presented 
to the Supreme Council in accordance with its decision of October 18 ‘that a subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty should determine the allowances to be 
granted to the personnel of the Plebiscite Commissions, after having consulted representa- 
tives of those Commissions’ (No. 2, minute 10; not printed). The report stated that the 
study of the question had raised certain points, notably the governmental functions 
which the commissions would exercise in the several territories submitted to their author- 
ity. ‘It is important therefore to place in each commission, at the disposition of the 
representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, the necessary means for the 
accomplishment of their difficult mission, and, in particular, a personnel of [a] technical and 
administrative order, destined for the supervision and control of the various brandies 
of the administration of the teriitory.’ The report further observed that ‘the Treaty made 
provision, in the articles relative to each one of these commissions, only for the representatives 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, in a word, the directing committee of the 
Commission. It authorized the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to provide for the 
detailed constitution of each one of these commissions with a view to responding to its 
particular functions. It seems that, concerning each particular commission, it appertains 
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3- (The Council had before it a report of the Committee on the Execution 
of the Treaty with Germany on the Commissions to be 
Report of the Committee ^ during the first weeks following the entry into 

on the Execution of the „ , ^ j- /-(x \ 

Treaty imth Germany on force of the dieaty. (See Appendix C).) 
the Commissions to be The report of the Committee on the Execution of the 
named during the first Treaty was read, and in the course of its reading the 
weeks following the entry following remarks were made: 

into force of the ' leaty PoLK reminded the Council that the United 

States could not be represented on any Commissions prior to the ratification 
of the Treaty by the Senate. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that although he had a complete list of Bri tish 
appointments to the Commissions in question, he tiiouglit it inadvisaljle to 
present these piecemeal during the reading of this report and suggested that 
each Delegation present to the Secretary General of the Conference its 
nominations for the Commissions mentioned in the Committee’s report. 
This suggestion was approved. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that with respect to the Delimitation Commission 
for Dantzig, the Treaty provided that three Nations should be represented 
on this Commission, but it had not yet been decided which three nations 
were to be so represented. 

General Le Rond pointed out that the Council had already approved the 
recommendations of a prior report of the Committee on the Execution of the 
Treaty that the members of the Delimitation Commission for Dantzig should 


to the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, which constitute tlie 
directing committee, to proceed with the detailed study relative to the composition of the 
commission.’ The report then considered principles for the payment of inembei's of 
the plebiscite commissions. In this connexion Sir Eyre Crowe stated that in accoKlance 
with the decision of the Supreme Council on October 15 (see Vol. I, No. 74, note 6) hie had 
referred the question of payment of members of Commissions of Delimitation by their 
respective Governments to his Government, which had replied that it accept! ‘d the princijile 
that “ordinary army pay” of these members should be defrayed by their respectii'c Gowni- 
ments. . . . Pie was not sure of the exact definition of “ordinary army pa\'”, inasmuch as 
officers in the British Army were entitled, over and above such pay, to ordinar)' :.iud spc'ckfc' 
allowances. He would refer the question to his Government for an exact, di'finition, but lie 
felt confident that his Government would admit the same principle rclati\-e to the payment 
of members of Plebiscite Commissions,’ After discussion the Supreme Guundl decitled: 
(i) to approve the recommendations of the report ‘with the reservation that Sir Eyre Growe 
should rec|uest the agreement of the British Government to the opinion, expre.ssial l.)y the 
other delegations, that the members of such commissions should be paid by tiieir resj>ccti\’c 
Governments; (2) that the principle that the payment of trooiis of occujiation shoultl be a. 
charge upon the local revenues of the territories occupied should ajipiy to such tru(>i.u a.s 
might be used as troop.s of occupation in Dantzig and Memel.’ This laitcr dt'ci^iou resulted 
from Sir Eyre Crowe’s having drawn attention to the fact that ‘strictly sp<‘akln;p the Ciises 
of Dantzig and Mernel were not exactly similar’ to those of Upper Silesia, Alienstein and 
Marienwerder : ‘the Treaty had not provided specifically for troops of occupation in du-.-;'' 
two districts, and therefore there was no provision that the payment of sueli troops ,>houid 
be a charge on local revenues. The Council, however, had deckled that troop.s t.ii'c^cciqKuio-n 
might be used in these two districts. ... He thought that on the principle laid tioxvn in the 
Treaty with respect to other troops of occupation the payment of sucii troop's siiuukl be a 
charge upon local revenues.’ 
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be drawn from the Germano-Polish Delimitation Commission and that the 
presidency of these two Commissions should be held by the same person, in 
this case General Dupont. Therefore, only two members of this Commission 
still remained to be named. 

M. PiGHON thought it would be well that one of these members should be 
British. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

M. PiCHON added that since the United States could not be represented 
the choice lay between Italy and Japan. 

General Le Rond thought it was more suitable for Italy to be represented, 
since Japan had fewer representatives on the Germano-Polish Delimitation 
Commission. 

M. SciALOjA said that although Italy did not ask to be represented it did 
not object to being represented. 

General Le Rond pointed out that the Treaty provided that [the] Germano- 
Polish Delimitation Commission should be constituted 1 5 days after the entry 
into force of the Treaty, but that the Supreme Council on July i6th had 
decided that this Commission should be on the spot and enter into operation 
on the day of the entry into force of the Treaty.^ The same was true of the 
Dantzig Delimitation Commission by virtue of the Supreme Council’s deci- 
sion of October 15 (h. d. 70, Minute 4).“^ 

M. Berthelot observed that this brought up again the whole question 
of what was the proper day for putting the Treaty into force; he remarked 
that it had also been decided that the troops of occupation were to be on the 
spot on the day in question. 

General Weygand pointed out that there were three questions to be con- 
sidered ; first, the Delimitation Commissions, second, the Plebiscite Commis- 
sions, third, the troops of occupation. Did the Council fully intend to have 
the troops ready to be at their appointed destinations on the day the Treaty 
came into force? 

M. PiCHON said that this was the Council’s opinion and he wished to know 
«hat date the troops would be ready to start. 

General Weygand replied that the French troops could entrain on 
November 5tli, and he thought the British troops were now ready. The ques- 
tion of the number of battalions to be furnished by Italy was still unsettled: 
the three battalions that Italy had agreed to furnish for service in Upper 
Silesia were now ready to start, but the question of whether Italy would 
furnish the remaining four battalions designated as her share in the report 
of the Special Commission (see Appendix i, h. d. 72),® was still undeter- 
mined. He had been informed by General Bliss that, although American 
troops could not be used as troops of occupation prior to the ratification of 
the Treaty by the United States Senate, troops were now on their way to 
Coblenz and would be held there until such time as this ratification might 

3 See VoL I, No. 12, minute 3 (c). 

In error for minute 5: see Vol. I, No. 74, note 6. 
s See No. 2, appendix A. 
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take place. They would then at once be ordered to proceed to zones of 
occupation. He pointed out that the question of transportation still remained 
to be solved. This question was most serious with respect to troops destined 
to occupy Upper Silesia. It was extremely difficult to ask the Germans for 
more transportation than they had been asked for upon the occasion of the 
passage of General Haller’s troops.*^ Having in mind the transport of supplies, 
as well as of troops, at the rate of six trains per day, the movement wxmld 
require fifteen days. 

M. Berthelot calculated that on this basis the nth of November might 
be a suitable date for putting the Treaty into operation. 

General Weygand said that this date was satisfactory as l:ar as the troops 
were concerned but it should be remembered that very little time was left in 
which to take various other necessary measures. The various Commissions 
had to arrive at their destinations prior to the entry into force of the Treaty 
and likewise the Germans should be informed of that date as far ahead as 
possible in order that they might take all necessary measures of evaciui- 
tion, 

Mr. Polk asked, for information, whether the troops of occupation were 
to be at their appointed destination on the day of ratification or within 
fifteen days thereafter. 

General Weygand replied that the troops were to be in place within 
fifteen days after ratification but that in order to effect this result it would be 
necessary for the troops of occupation to begin to arrive in their respective 
zones on the day the Treaty came into force: clearly these zones could hot 
be occupied prior to the ratification of the Treaty. 

M. Pigeon asked again if the Council desired to decide on the 1 1 th Novem- 
ber as the day of putting the Treaty into operation. 

General Weygand repeated that this w'-onld be satisfactory from a military 
point of view, except that the question of the contingent to be furnislicd l:)y 
the Italians must be settled before a definite decision could lie arrived at. 
He wished to add that the Italian Military Represen ta,ti\'e. had always 
maintained a reservation on tliis point. 

M. Pigeon said that the distribution of forces decided u]>on by the 
Supreme Council must be followed out, and he desired to insist nn.-si pres- 
singly upon Italy furnishing the full contingent demanded of her by the 
Special Commission’s report, especially since, prior to the ratific'ation ol' the 
Treaty by the United States Senate, the four American battalions destijied 
for Upper Silesia would not be sent there. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if the absence of American tromps of o(:euj')a I ioj i 
prior to the ratification of the Treaty by the United States Senate woiikl no? 

f’ During the early months of 1919 the Supreme Council had been courerneil wiib. ilu’ 
problem of the transport to Poland of the Polish forces under General l laller whii li had 
been formed in France, The German Government was nmvilling to aduiit tlic Ailit'd 
contention that this transport should be effected by way of Danzig under article 16 ot' the 
Armistice of Cornpiegne of November ii, 1918. In April 1919 a compromise' sniufion was 
reached whereby General Haller’s army was transported by rail aemss Geiimm)-. 
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adversely affect the distribution of troops of occupation provided for by the 
report of the Special Commission. 

M. PiGHON said that the eventual use of United States troops was to be 
considered, and added that he did not wish an attitude to be adopted which 
would appear to exclude United States troops from eventually participating 
in occupation. 

Mr. Polk remarked that everything depended upon the ratification of the 
Treaty by the United States Senate. He wished to repeat that United States 
troops were en route and would be held at Coblenz ready to be sent to zones 
of occupation. 

M. PiGHON asked Marshal Foch whether, in the present absence of United 
States ‘troops destined eventually for participation in the occupation of 
Upper Silesia, he had enough troops to maintain order there. 

Marshal Foch said that he must first know if he was going to have at his 
disposal the remaining fourteen battalions, all ready to move on November 

5th- 

M. SciALOjA said he would try to obtain a satisfactory reply from his 
Government immediately. 

General Le Rond pointed out that the Plebiscite Commissions, for 
instance in Silesia, being essentially Government Commissions, they [sic] should 
arrive at their destination in plenty of time to confer with the outgoing 
German officials, so as to be able on the day of the entry into force of the 
Treaty to take up the government of these districts without any hitch. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that as soon as the date of the entry into force 
of the Treaty was definitely determined upon, someone should be designated 
to settle all such matters with the German Government. 

M. iPiGHON said that Marshal Foch was the best person to do this. 

M. SciALOjA objected that Plebiscite Commissions were not of a military 
nature. ® 

M. Berthelot replied that they were closely concerned with military 
affairs. Until the i\rmistice came to an end Marshal Foch was the properly 
qualified person to treat with the German Government on all such matters. 

Mr. Polk asked with reference to the Committee’s report respecting 
‘Persons to be delivered by Germany’, when the demand for such individuals 
would be made. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that, for many reasons which had already been 
discussed, the day of the entrance into force of the Treaty would be the appro- 
priate date for making such a demand. 

M. Berthelot, in pointing out the provision in the Committee’s report 
with reference to the Government of Memel, said that in view of the small 
size of the Memel district there was no objection to the British Commander 
exercising both civil and military functions. 

M. PiCHON suggested that the whole question could be settled by agreeing 
to take all necessary measures for putting the Treaty into force on November 
iith, 1919. M. Dutasta had informed him that he was going to see Baron 
von Lersner on that night, and he wished to inquire whether M. Dutasta 
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should tell Baron von Lersiier that the Treaty would be put into force on 
November nth. 

Mr. Polk observed that if Baron von Lersner were told this he would 
undoubtedly publish it immediately. 

Marshal Fogh said that it would be better to simply inform Baron von 
Lersner that his Government would be notified of the date of entrance into 
force of the Treaty in sufficient time for it to take all measures necessary to be 
taken by it prior to that date. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that the Delegations of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 

should immediately submit to the Secretaiy General of the Peace 
Conference the list of the representatives they desired to name upon 
the Commissions which, under the terms of the Trcaly with Ger- 
many, must begin to operate during the first M'eeks following tlte 
entry into force of [the] said Treaty ; 

(2) that the 11 th day of November, 1919, should provisionally be con- 

sidered the date of the entry into force of the Treat y with G erman}- ; 

(3) that everything should be done to ensure the completion prior to that 

date of all measures constituting conditions precedent to the proper 
and effective entry into force of said Treaty, and to effectually dis- 
pose of all reservations hindering or preventing such entry into force ; 

(4) that the German Peace Delegation should not yet be informed of the 

tentative date of the entry into force of the Treaty, but that in reply 
to this Delegation’s inquiry as to such date it should be informed 
that the German Government would be informed of the da,te of the 
entry into force of the Treaty in ample time to enable it to take all 
measures necessary to be taken by it prior to such date.) 

4 . (The Council had before it a report of the Drafting Committee on tlie 
cost of transportation to and maintenance in foreign 
Report ^ of the. Drafting countries of German subjects convicted of serious ( reuees 

(^mmitiee on Cost of against members of the forces of ocmipation or a.gaijist 
Transportation to and P , . „ ^ . 

maintenance in foreign property or authority of lorces ol occupation 111 Gcr- 

countries of German sub- many. (See Appendix D).) 

jects convicted of serious Mr. Polk Stated that he was entirely saiished ^vi(]l 
offences against members ^he report of the Drafting Gommittci'. Hei ^^•isiletl to e.dd 

of forces qf oui^ation or already recommended to the militruA’’ 

against the property or 1 • • ^ 

atithorityof such forces in. procedure 111 question shoiik'l ntil)- 

Germany be followed in very serious cases and he hojicd there 

would be very few more of these. 

(It was decided; 

to adopt the report of the Drafting Committee on cost of traii.sporiarion 
to and maintenance in foreign countries of German subjects convicted of 
serious offences against members of the forces of occupation or against, 
the property or authority of forces of occupation in Germany. (See 
Appendix D).) 

. 


5. (The Council had before it a note from the Bulgarian Delegation dated 
Neuilly-sur-Seine, October 12th, 1919 (see Appendix E), 
Protest of the Bui- ^nd another note from the Bulgarian Delegation dated 

ganan Delegation Neuilly-sur-Seine, October 21st, 1919 (see Appendix F).) 
against the evacua- ^ \ 

tion of Western Berthelot read the two notes of protest. He pointed 

Thrace out that a fait accompli now existed and that the question 

raised by the Bulgarian Delegation had become purely aca- 
demic. He added that the occupation of the district in question by the Greek 
troops had taken place without any disturbance, and he thought that as the 
Bulgarians would deliver their answer to the Peace terms on the following 
day there was nothing further to be done until this answer had been received. 

Mr.* Polk submitted a draft of the following questions to be addressed to 
General Franchet D’Esperey and requested that General D’Esperey should 
be asked to report immediately by telegraph on the following points : 

{a) whether the Bulgarians were actually evacuating Thrace. 

(/;) what troops were proceeding to the evacuated territory. 

(r) whether other Allied troops than Greek were taking part in the pre- 
liminary occupation. 

[d) whether satisfactory precautions were being taken to prevent a possible 
Greek occupation of territory outside of their zone of occupation. 
General Weygand replied that Marshal Foch was in possession of the 
information requested and that he would reply to all these questions. 

Mr. Polk stated that if all the information was here he would merely ask 
Marshal Foch to give him the answers to these questions. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that there was no necessity at the present time of replying to the 
* Bulgarian protest against the evacuation of Thrace ; 

(2) that Marshal Foch should supply the Council with all pertinent 

information relative to the conditions of the evacuation of Thrace 
and its occupation by Allied troops.) 

5[6]. M. Berthelot referred to the decision of the Supreme Council (h. d. 72/ 
Minute i (7), October i8th, 1919) ‘that the Inter- Allied Com- 
Presidency of missions sent into the zones of occupation should choose their own 
^mes'^qf^Occtl Presidents, without it being necessary for them to be of the same 
pation nationality as the Commanding Officers in the corresponding 

zones of occupation’. He stated that M. Clemenceau thought 
it better for the Council to designate the Presidents of these Commissions 
after the lists of appointees to these various Commissions had been trans- 
mitted to the Secretary-General of the Conference by the various Delegations. 

M. PiGHON said that when the lists were submitted to the Secretary- 
General, this question could be taken up again. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Grillon, 

Paris, October 2‘^, iQiQ. 
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Appendix A to No. 5 

President of the German Peace Delegation. park, October 22, igig. 

Mr. Under-Secretary for State, 

In reply to your esteemed letter of October 13,^ I have the honour to state 
that, in accordance with the constitution of the German Labour Organization, 
the German Government is prepared to send delegates to the Conference at 
Washington. Provisionally, their number will be eleven; I must still reserve, most 
respectfully, the communication of the names of the gentlemen. 

The Austrian Government will probably likewise appoint delegates who will 
travel together with the Germans, and whose number and names \vill likewise be 
communicated at a very early date. 

I should be gratefril to Your Excellency for tlie kind provision of places on a 
steamer, and for information of the time and place of its sailing. 

Please accept, etc. 

Ba1?ON von LeRSNIiR. 

To His Excellency, 

Mr. Under-Secretary for State Frank L. Polk, 

Commissioner Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of North America, 

Paris, ITotel Grillon. 


Appendix G to No. 5 

List of the Commissions 

which should be nominated during the first weeks following tlie entry into force 
of the Treaty, and measures already adopted and to be adopted. 


A. By the Allied and Associated Governments 


Time limit 

Article or page 

Commissions 

Countries Imiing 
(ksignateJ iriemkrs 

Countries Iiaeing 
organized the 
personnel 



I. Delimitation 
Commissions 



15 day.s after 
entry into force 

Art. 35, p. 24 

G erniano-Belgian 

G.B. F. I. j. 
yes 

J. G.B. W’;/ 

F. 1 route 

15 clay.s 

Art. 87, p. 50 

Gerniano-Polish 

yes 

I. J. j ye:, 
eei 

15 flays 

Art. 1 01, p. 60 

Dantzig 

yes 

%'es 

15 days 

Art. 83, p. 48 

Polono-Czccho- 

Slovak 

in preparation 

in prcjxnution 

15 days after 
plebiscite 

-Art. 3,s p. 64 

SchlesuTg 

II. Plebiscite 
AND Government 
Commissions 

in preparation 

in preparation 

Upon the entry 

Art. 88, annex. 

Upper Silesia 


G.B. ves 

in[to] force of 
the Ireat)? 

P- 52 

I \ 

Fr. no i 



^ See Vol. I, No. 72, appendix A. : 

In error lor article in (i.e. article 3 in section xii of part III of the treaty). 
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Tim& limit 


15 days 


15 days 


Upon the entry- 
in force 


No time specified 


To be specified 


As soon as possi- 
ble after entry 
into force 

Upon entry into 
force 

Upon the entry 
in force 

Upon entry into 
force • 

3 months 

3 montlis 


Upon entry 
into force 

Upon entry 
into force 

Upon entry 
into force 

3 months 


No time 
specified 


Article or page 

Commissions 

Countries having 
designated members 

Countries having 
organized the 
personnel 

Art. 95, p. 56 

Allens tein 

G.B.1 
j Jyes 

G.B. incomplete 
J. yes 




F. 1 



I. j™ 

L 

Art. 97, p. 57 

Mariemvei'der 

G.B.\ 

G.B.\ 



F. no 

F. no 



I. i 

I. i 



J, yes 

•J- yes 

Art. 109, p. 63 

Schleswig 

in action 

in action 


III. Misgella- 




NEOUS 



Arrangement 

Rhine territories 

in action 

in action 

Art. 2, p. 2 

Art. 203 and 

Military control 

1 


following arts. 

Naval 

) in action 

in action 

p. 93 & following 
Art. 1 15, p. 66 

Aerial 

Destruction of 

) 

To be drawn from j 


Heligoland forti- 

Naval Supervision 



fications 

Commission 


Art. 215, p. 97 

Prisoners of War 

G.B.I 




F. 

yes 



J. J 


Art. 233, p. 102 

Reparations 

G.B.\ 

Progressively by 

and annex 2, 


J- Jyes 

the Organiza- 

p. 107 


I. i 

tion Commis- 



F. no 

sion 

Art. 354, p. 180 

Rhine 


no 


F. 


Art. 346, p. 178 

Danube 

Nothing 

Nothing 

Art. 340 & 343, 

Elbe 

Nothing 

Nothing 

p. 177 

Art. 341 & 343, 

Oder 

Nothing 

Nothing 

p. 177 

Persons to be de- 

F. ^ 



livered by Ger- 
many 

G.B. 

I. 




J. J 


Art. 99 j p. 58 

Government of 

Military occupa- 



Memel 

tion provided, 
Govern[men] t no 


Art. 102 , p. 60 

Temporary ad- 

English member 



ministration of 

designated to 



Dantzig 

be replaced 


Art. 119, p. 68 

German Colonies 

Prolongation of 




present regime 


Art. 300 & 304, 

Mixed arbitral 

Nothing 


pp. 153 & 160 

Tribunal 



Art. 296, p, 140 

Verification and 

Nothing- 



Compensation 

offices 



Art, 227, p. 100 

International 

Nothing 


Tribunal to 
judge W[illia]m 

II 






6i 






Comlries turning 

Countries having 

Time limit 

Article or page 

Commissiom 

designated members 

organized the 




personnel 

No time 

Art. 364, p. 185 

Delimitation of 

(3 delegates to be 


specified 

neutral zones for 

named: i Ger- 



Czecho-Slovaks 

man, i Gzecho- 




in ports of 

Slovak) nothing 




Hamburg and 
Stettin 

done. 


do. 

Art. 371,3'' 
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Appendix D to No. 5 

Note for the Supreme Council October 21, 

{Expenses of penitentiary services in the occupied territories) 

By the terms of Article IV of tlie Armistice, the upkeep of the troops of occujja- 
tion in the Rhineland (not including Alsace-Lorraine) will be ;it tlie expense of 
the German Government. 

The expenses for the maintenance of order and of the pctlice. and v'on.sc([ucnjIy 
for the repression of crime and misdemeanours committed against the troo|)s of 
occupation, are expenses necessitated by the maintenance of the said li-oops and 
must therefore be paid by Germany, 

The question to regulate is, whether, in the case of sci'ions crimes and mis- 
demeanours, the presence of the sentenced party presents tlangcrs for the; troops 
of occupation and justifies removal outside of occupied territory: this is .a fjiK'stictn 
of fact, capable of being judged only by the military aiitiioi-ity. 

Consequently, the Allied and Associated Power, responsible it)r tlit' n<'< uj'.ving 
military authorities, is justified in charging Germany on the {K'cujxUion exp<‘n.se 
account with the expenses above referred to. Thus it is with expenses f>i'trtinsport 
to and upkeep in the United States of parties sentenced for serious crimes i<> nii'n^ 
than 5 years imprisonment by the American military authorities ol' oempraiom 

For the Drafting Clommisit‘5- 
'Henki Fromaoeot. 

In error for article 259, 
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Appendix E to No. 5 

Bulgarian Delegation to the 
Peace Conference 

No. 387. Neuilly-sur-Seine, October is, igrg. 

From; M. K. Sarafow, 

To; M. Glemenceau, 

The Royal Government has just informed me by telegram, dated October 9, 
which arrived to-day, that the Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied armies of the 
East, basing himself on Article 27 of the Peace Conditions, has asked the Bulgarian 
Government to proceed to the evacuation of Thrace, stipulating that this operation 
must be terminated on the 14th of this month, at noon. 

On this subject, the Bulgarian Delegation has the honour of presenting the 
following remarks ; 

From a legal point of view, the present obligations of Bulgaria concerning its 
frontiers with regard to the Allied and Associated Powers are explicitly regulated 
by the Armistice Convention of September 29, 1918, which in none of its clauses 
provides for the evacuation of Thrace. 

On the other hand, the evacuation of Thrace cannot be based on Article 27 
of the project of the Treaty, because it has not legal force, owing to the fact that 
Bulgaria up to the present time has not given her adhesion to it, and consequently 
one cannot impose upon Bulgaria such an obligation. 

The very fact of demanding this evacuation, it being based on this project, has 
caused a^Dainflil surprise to the entire people. The Bulgarian Delegation has just 
been informed by Your Excellency that the Supreme Council, granting its request, 
has decided that the delay for the handing over of the answer by Bulgaria to the 
Peace Conditions is extended for 10 days.^' The execution of the demand of the 
Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies would be equivalent therefore to 
the application of a project on the subject of which Bulgaria has not yet even 
presented her remarks. 

Besides, no consideration of fact whatsoever justifies at the present time the 
demand formulated by the Gommander-in- Chief of the Allied armies of the East 
and its premature execution would be of a nature to raise serious difficulties in 
the countryL 

The question of the previous evacuation of Thrace at a time when the Bulgarian 
people is yet under the impress of the great territorial sacrifices which are required 
by the Treaty, and at a moment when Bulgaria is going through a political crisis 
of an exceptional importance, would submit the country to the most painful trials. 
Under these conditions, the maintenance of order and calm would constitute an 
overwhelming task for any government. 

The delay fixed by the Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied armies of the East 
expiring October 14, the Bulgarian Delegation by order of its Government has the 
iionour to beg the Supreme Council not to refuse to take the necessary measures 
liefore this delay expires. 

With the hope that Your Excellency will be good enough to take a kind interest 
in this matter, please accept, etc. 

See Vol. I, No. 71, minute 2. 
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Appendix F to No. 5 


BulGxWian Delegation to the 
Peace Conference 

^24.. Neuilly-sur-Seine, October si, igig. 

From; M. Th. Tlieodoroff, 

To: M. Glemenceau. 

In its note of October i Rth, the Bulgarian Delegation, by order of its Govern- 
ment, had the honour of setting forth the reasons of right and of fact for which 
it begged that the unjustified demand of the General, Gommander-in-Chiei of tlic 
Allied Armies in the East, relative to the evacuation of VVestein '1 ’brace by the 
Bulgarian authorities, be revoked. 

Even before being honoured by a i-eply from the Conference the Bulgarian 
Delegation has just learned that the order, forming the subject of the note in 
question above, has begun to be executed. 

A telegram, sent from Sofia the 13th instant, and received the 19th, inl'ornis us 
‘that the IX Greek Division intends to enter Xanthi on October 16th. 'The local 
population, despite the advice given it, despite encouragements tending to I'tuissure 
it, has begun to leave their homes. The state in which these unfortunates are is 
indescribable.’ 

On the other hand, this morning’s papers announce that the IX Greek Division, 
received, on October 19th, at the Xanthi railroad station by the Commander of 
the Allied troops in Thrace, General Gharpy, entered the city and General Gharpy 
entered Gumurdjine on the same day. 

From this information it may be seen that not only the occupation of a part of 
Western Thrace is already an accomplished fact, but that it has l;)een carried out 
by Greek troops. 

Now, on October 8th again the Minister for Foreign Afiairs, M. AladjarolT, 
following the declarations of the Commander of the Danube Army, General 
Claudel, concerning the eventual occupation of Thrace liy Greek troujes, eau-gori- 
cally objected inasmuch as these facts are in absolute contradictiou vlih Article i I 
of the Armistice Convention, concluded on September 291!), 1918, at Salonika. 
The Article referred to prescribes only the occupation of cerUiin .strategi(’ poiTiis 
in Bulgaria, and only by troops of the Great Allied Powers and not by Gi'eek 
troops. 

The Bulgarian Delegation deems it its duty to observe once inojc that these 
facts constitute a most flagrant violation of the Armistice Coiuention of Salonilai 
and of the regulations known as the Rights of People. The man<'r concerned in 
this case is only a previous and compulsory execution of Article XX\’li (d' the 
Peace Scheme, before the Conference received the observations of the Bnlgai ian 
Delegation which are to be submitted to the Conference in writing mi Oeicjher u 1. 
before this scheme be approved and signed by the interested parties, before its 
being put into effect and becoming obligatory. 

The Bulgarian Delegation is all the more surprised by the CA-ents wiiieb ha.p- 
pened in Western Thrace because it has not received, so far, nhy in{i.)nnaiioii et' 
the decision of the Conference concerning that subject. If really sudi a deeisicui 
has been taken, the Delegation was first entitled to receive notifieaiion of it. 

In regard to the foregoing, the Bulgarian Delegation, following the inssnietions 
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received l^y its Government, is obliged to make all necessaiy reserves on the subject 
of the arbitrary dispositions of the Gommander-in- Chief of the Allied Armies in 
the East, concerning Western Thrace, as well as on the subject of the consec[uences 
which might result from them. 

Please accept, etc. 


No. 6 


H. D. 76 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichoFs Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
October 2y, 1919, at 10.90 a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.'. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Percin. 

Italy : M. Tittoni ; secretaries, M. Paterno, M, Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai, 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Capt. B, Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M, Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

. U.S.A. : Dr. J. B. Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

• British Empire: General Sackville-West, Commander Fuller, Mr. Palai- 
ret, Mr. Carr, Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Cheysson, M. Fromageot. 

® Italy: M, Ricci-Busatti. 

Japan: Af. Shigemitsu. 


I. M. PiGHON Stated that the Bulgarian counter-propositions had arrived p 
they had been distributed both to the delegations and to the 
jftswer^ to the. Commissions concerned. Pie thought it advisable to specify 
Propositions Commissions the time they would have to prepare 

their answers; he considered eight days adequate. 

Mr. Polk asked whether such a long time was necessary. It was only the 
Bulgarian answer dealing with reparations that was difficult. 

M. Tittoni supported Mr. Pollds remarks, especially as the Commissions, 
as well as the Council itself, were familiar with the questions concerned. 


^ The Bulgarian counter-propositions regarding the draft treaty of peace were presented 
in three parts under date of October 24, 1919. An English text is printed in Observations of 
the Bulgarian Delegation on the Conditions of Peace with Bulgaria (Paris, 1919). The Bulgarian 
text is printed in Bidgarskata Delegatsiya za mira: Dokumenti po dogovora v Neuilly (Durahavna 
Pechatnitsa, Sofia, 1919), pp. 131-228, (In tlie English text the covering notes to the three 
parts of the Bulgarian observations are dated October 25, 1919. The English and Bulgarian 
texts show certain other discrepancies, especially owing to misprints of numerical references 
to articles of the draft treaty. In particular, the Bulgarian text of the observations on the 
Labour clauses of the draft treaty refers on p. 138 to partXIII, articles 332-79, of the treaty; 
this wrong reference is corrected in the English text, p. la, to part XII, articles 249-89.) 
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Sir Eyre Crowe thought that on previous occasions time had been lost; 
the several Commissions had made partial answers which an ad hoc Com- 
mission had been appointed to collect and coordinate. He wished to know 
whether M. Tardieu’s Central Territorial Committee could not at once be 
asked to collate the answers of the Commissions and, without waiting any 
longer, prepare a final comprehensive answer. 

Mr. Polk agreed with this suggestion: the sooner the answer would be 
ready, the better. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council might decide that the reply ought to be 
ready on Saturday next.^ He thought an earlier date would be difficult. 

M. Laroche said that even now M. Tardieu’s Committee migh* get in 
touch with the several Commissions. So far as affected points on which he 
did not consider himself qualified to submit a reply, he would ask the Com- 
missions to do so. 

It was decided : 

(1) that, the Central Territorial Committee should collect and coordinate 

the answers of the Commissions concerned to the o,bservatioiis 
presented by the Bulgarian Delegation ; 

(2) that the said Committee should present to the Supreme Council a draft 

of a final comprehensive answer to these observations by November 
1 st, 1919, at the latest. 

2. Sir Eyre Crowe submitted to the Council two telegrams which lie had 

just received from the Allied Naval Armistice Commission (see 
Violation of Appendices A and B) . The second telegram partly rectified the 
Kam lames considered it might be suitable to discuss them when 

by the Germans general question oi the violation or clauses or the Amiistice 
by the Germans was being considered. 

3 . (The Council had before it the draft answer to the German Note of 

; October 17 th, concerning the measures taken by the Allied 
BaUic^PrTvhm Authorities in the Baltic. (See Appendix C).) 

Measures taken SiR Eyre Growe Stated that the Gounci] had asked the 
by the Naval Naval Experts to prepare a draft answer to the German Note 
Authorities con- of October 17 th, concerning measures taken by the Allied 
cermng Naviga- Authorities in the Baltic.^ He wished to know is hether 

ton in le a ic Council would approve this draft reply. 

M. PiGHON said that, no comment having been made, the Council took 
the text as read. 

Sir Eyre Growk pointed out that according to a telegram recei\-ed from 
the British representative at Riga, the situation there was ^'ery grac e ; ilie 
attacks against Riga were still violent, to such a degree that the British 
representative suggested the occupation of Memel, and if possible, of Til- 
sitt.-" The representative had maintained that General Ebcrliardt was even 

® November i, 1919. 

3 See No. 4, minute 9 and appendix F. 

^ For the situation at Riga and generally in the Baltic Provinces see \'oL III of this scries. 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ 66 ■ . . . . 


worse than his predecessor, General von der Goitz. The Council had decided 
to send an Interallied Gommission to the spot.® So far nothing had been 
done and the Gommission had not departed. He wished to know how far 
preparations had advanced. 

M, PiGHON said that General Mangin, whose name had been suggested by 
Marshal Focli, had preferred not to be charged with this mission. Another 
General had been appointed and the publication of his name would not be 
delayed. He considered that to occupy Memel, without waiting for the 
Treaty to come into force, was a serious undertaking and he would like to 
know if the British Government completely adopted the opinion of its repre- 
sentative at Riga. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he was only repeating the opinion of the Chief 
of the British Mission to indicate how serious he considered the situation, but 
he was not asking the Council to decide immediately upon the occupation 
of Memel, 

M. PiGHON proposed that the suggestion of the British representative at 
Riga be referred to the Military Experts for examination. 

It was decided; 

(1) to adopt the draft answer to the German note of October 17th prepared 

by the Naval Representatives (see Appendix C) ; 

(2) to refer to the Military Representatives for examination and report 

the question of whether the situation in the Baltic Provinces was 

, such as to necessitate occupying Memel before the prescribed date. 

4. M. Tittoni desired to draw the Council’s attention to the situation in 
Southern Russia. General Denikin, to whom the Council 
Relatiom between had in the past afforded moral and material support against 
the Bolshevists, appeared to be neglecting them and to be 
Army of General turning against the Ukramiaiis. under the circumstances 
Petlioura ought the Council to continue its support? 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the information at his disposal 
did not quite accord with that of M. Tittoni. 

M. PiGHON felt in the same position: Denikin was fighting very vigorously 
against the Bolshevists, but to hope for an end to all difficulties between 
Russians and Ukrainians was asking too much. France had, for that matter, 
just sent a military mission to General Denikin with instructions to help him 
in organizing the fight against the Bolshevists and at the same time to work 
for the prevention of conflict with the Ukrainians. 

M. Tittoni added that Italy likewise had sent a mission and for that very 
reason he considered it necessary to coordinate their activities. 

Mr. Polk stated that General Jadwin who had just been investigating 
the situation with Denikin’s army, as well as Petlioura’s, reported that it 
was Petlioura who was attacking Denikin: the Ukraine-Russian difficulties 
involved two fundamental questions, namely : the Jewish question and the 

5 See Vol. I, No. 70, minute i, and No. 71, minute 4, and, in the present volume, No. 2, 
minute ii. 
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question of the independence of Ukraine. General Jadwin had even brought 
forward one case at least in which Petlioura had facilitated Bolshevist action 
against Denikin. At any rate, should the Council wish to hear General 
Jadwin, lie could give them a resume of the situation. 

M. PiGHON thought that the Council might very well hear him. 

M. Tittoni considered it might be well to instruct their representatives to 
prevent friction between Denikin and Petlioura. 

M. PiGHON Stated that the representatives of France as well as those of 
Great Britain had already received such instructions: but there was no use 
hiding the fact that the situation was extremely difficult. 

Mr. Polk added that General Jadwin had been informed by Petlioura 
that his best troops were Galician. 

M. Tittoni stated that the Georgian representatives who had visited him 
represented General Denikin as making no secret of his intention to put an 
end to the Georgian Republic as soon as he had done with the Bolshevists. 
It was decided : 

to hear General Jadwin at a futrire meeting of the Council on the 
situation in Southern Russia. 

5. (The Council had before it a note of the British Delegation dated October 
24, 1919 (see Appendix D).) 

Diplomatic Repre- Sjr Eyre Crowe Stated that the British Government 
sentation of the ^ ‘believed it to be very important that the Allies should agree 
ated Powers in a.mong themselves m nxing the conditions under which diplo- 

Germany matic relations with Germany should be resumed. He pro- 

posed that a special Legal Committee be entrusted with this 

question. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether it was essentially a question of protocols, 

M. Tittoni considered that a political question must first be decided: 
namely; would the Allies be represented by Ambassadors or by Charges 
d’Affaires? 

M. PiGHON said that that question had already been decided. It had been 
agreed to send first, Charges d’Affaires and some months later, Ambassadors. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the Council could not fix a flate In' which 
at the latest Ambassadors should be accredited; and again, ivlial ivn-c the 
intentions of the Powers as regards sending diplomatic reprt'sentati\'cs to 
Munich and Dresden? Certainly the British Government proposed to send 
them. 

M, Tittoni wished to know whether special representatives would lie sent 
to Munich and Dresden as before the war, and also -what ivoiild be their title. 

Mr. Polk stated that the United States had never had represent a, ti\e.s in 
those two capitals. 

M. Laroche said that as far as Munich and Dresden were concerned the 
question was as follows: did they •wish to be represented there, and "what title 
would be given to their representatives? Might not the person who was 
actually Ambassador at Berlin be also the diplomatic representative in those 
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places? In point of fact, before the war the French Ambassador at Berlin 
was also Charge d’Affaires at the Court of Saxony. 

M. PiGHON Stated that the Council was agreed to send to Berlin at present 
only Charges d’Affaires, and he considered it difficult at this time to fix the 
date on which Ambassadors would be designated. That would depend on 
the situation in Germany and on the attitude of the German Government. 
On the other hand, they could decide at once not to send Ambassadors before 
having agreed on this subject. 

M. Matsui asked what would be the rank of Charges d’Affaires. 

M. PiGHON thought that this was not so important. It was the title of 
Charge d’Affaires that mattered. The French representative would be a 
Consul-General, with the rank of Minister Plenipotentiary. 

M. Matsui thought that Japan might have difficulty in sending first a 
Charge d’Affaires and then an Ambassador, but he was perfectly willing to 
recommend such procedure to his Government. 

M. PiGHON stated that the French Government intended to have a repre- 
sentative at Munich under the same circumstances as formerly, and also to 
be represented at Dresden. 

Mr. Polk asked whether there would be at Munich and Dresden auto- 
nomous Governments independent of Berlin. 

Sir Eyre Crowe answered that he had read the German Constitution; 
that possibly the Central German Government might find arguments therein 
on which to oppose the sending of diplomatic representatives to State 
capitals ; nevertheless there was nothing in the Constitution which explicitly 
said that such representatives could not be sent outside Berlin. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the present German Government was not much 
more centralized than the former Imperial Government. 

M. Laroche stated that the German Constitution had denied to particular 
States the right of accrediting representatives, but not of receiving diplomatic 
representatives. 

M. Tittoni thought there might be opposition and that the Powers might, 
if they were to designate representatives without being assured in advance of 
their being accepted by Bavaria and Saxony, run the risk of not finding any- 
one with whom the representatives might deal. 

M. Laroche thought that the Council might settle the question of prin- 
ciple and leave to the Commission that was to be appointed the task of 
deciding what procedure should be followed. 

M. Tittoni agreed, on the condition that they keep to strictly legal 
grounds. 

M. Laroche inquired whether they had agreed to recognize Germany as 
a more compact unit than it was in the past. 

Mr. Polk was of the opinion that the Treaty did not prevent Germany 
from deciding this internal question whichever way she wished : the question 
of the unity of Germany was not under discussion. 

M. Berthelot said that the unity of Germany was indeed not under dis- 
cussion; what was certain was that Bavaria and Saxony had no longer the 
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positive right of representation but had retained a negative right. The 
intention of the French Government was to be represented in each of these 
states by a Consul-General — a diplomatic agent. 

M. Tittoni suggested that such arrangement would be similar to wliat 
obtained at Budapest before the war, but that the title of diplomatic agent 
could not be accorded to these representatives without the consent of the 
Saxon and Bavarian Governments. 

M. Berthelot maintained, however, that they had the right of being thus 
represented, which was the pre-war situation. The Treaty, however, had 
made no change in this respect, and Germany had not notified the Powers 
that she would forbid the exercise of the same prerogatives as they had before 
the war. They were taking into account the changes which had occurred in 
Germany by diminishing their representations at Munich and Dresden. It 
was certain that their representations would not be imposed, but at the same 
time would not be a matter of negotiation; he had in mind rather a courteous 
notifi.cadon. 

M. PiGHON stated that as they were agreed upon the principles, they could 
entrust a special commission with drawing up the questions of procedure. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Allied and Associated Powers upon resumption of diplomatic 

relations with Germany, should he represented at Berlin by Charges 
d’Affaires and that they should fix later a suitable date for sending 
Ambassadors ; 

(2) that such Allied and Associated Powers as before the war had had 

diplomatic representatives at Dresden and Munich, be qualified to 
continue their representation ; 

(3) that a special Committee should be charged mth the study ,of the 

proper procedure to be followed in the resumption of diplomatic 
relations. This Committee would be composed of members as 


follows : 

America, United States of . . . . Mr. Grew" 

British Empire . . . . . . Hon. C. Tufton 

France ........ M. Berthelot 

Italy . . . . . . . . M. De Martino 

Japan M, Shigemitsu 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Joint Polish and Gzecho- 
Plsbiscite Procedure Slovak Commissions containing the draft instructions of the 
in the Duchy of Supreme Council to the Plebiscite Commission of Tescheri, 
Teschen and the Spitz and Orava (see Appendix E).) 

temtones of Spitz After a short discussion, the Commission bein g unanimous, 
and Orava as 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft instructions to the Plebiscite Commission in the 
Duchy of Teschen and in the territories of Spitz and Orava prepared by 
the Joint Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions (see Appendix E). 
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7. (The Council had before it a letter from the chairman of the Polish 
Delegation to the Peace Conference dated October 2ist5 
SSt;' (see Appendix F).) 

Silesia Laroche thought it would be wise for the Polish Com- 

mission to verify without delay the information transmitted 
by Mr. Dmowski. If the information were exact it would be well that the 
Commission prepare a draft note to the German Delegation demanding 
whether the alleged facts were true and stating that, if so, the Allies could not 
permit any such manoeuvre. The note would also state that the municipal 
elections would take place after the Inter-Allied occupation and when the 
Plebiscite Commission should have assumed its functions. 

Sir '•Eyre Crowe was in agreement provided it were not stated that the 
elections were to take place immediately after the Commission had taken up 
its duties. 

M. Laroche thought they might say, “"as soon as possible’, namely, when 
things had become quiet and those persons who had fled before the German 
repression had returned. 

General Le Rond said the question had already been examined by the 
Commission which dealt with the Eastern Frontiers of Germany. It had 
been considered then that the German Government would be unable to hold 
any election before the Inter-Allied occupation and that it would be for the 
Plebiscite Commission to fix the date of the municipal election. It would 
obviously be very grave to let the Germans proceed to elections at that time. 

• It was decided : 

(1) ’‘to refer at once to the Polish Commission for examination and report 

the letter of Mr. Dmowski to the President of the Peace Conference 
shomng the intention of the German Government to hold without 
delay municipal elections in Upper Silesia ; 

(2) to ask the Commission, should these facts be found exact, to prepare 

immediately a draft note to the German Government in which it 
would be pointed out that the Allied and Associated Powers would 
not tolerate such a manoeuvre and that the municipal elections 
should be held after the occupation of Upper Silesia by the Allied 
troops and at such a time as the Inter- Allied Plebiscite Commission 
should deem it possible. (See Appendix F.) 


8. (The Council had before it a telegram from the Chairman of the Scliles- 


Schleswig 

situation 


wig Commission, dated October 22nd, 1919 (see Appendix G), and 
a note transmitted by Baron von Lersner on October 23rd, 1919 
(see Appendix H).) 


M. Laroche said that Sir Charles Marling’s telegram brought up a deli- 


cate question. In the note addressed to the German Delegation on July 29111, 


the Allied and Associated Powers had called the attention of the German 


authorities to arrests which had taken place shortly before, for political 
reasons, in the region adjoining the plebiscite zone. To this note the Germans 
replied on August loth that they desired to avoid any action of a kind that 
might stir national passions and that they had released the publicist Wall, 
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but M. Wall had been kept under observation. Did the Council still wish to 
go further and demand the setting at liberty of this person? It would, at any 
rate, be necessary that the German Government should be warned that, if 
arrests had been made in the plebiscite zone, the arrested persons must be 
released. As for the particular case of Wall, it had to be recognized that he 
resided in the zone not subject to plebiscite. 

M. Tittoni said that the German authorities imputed to Wall an action 
tending to detach from Germany a country belonging to it under the terms 
of the Treaty of Peace. 

M. Laroche agreed, but stated that at the time Wall came to Paris — 
and this was the action for which he was reproached^ — the intention of the 
Allies had been to extend the plebiscite to a third zone, namely, the one 
which Denmark had refused.® Obviously, they could not do much from a 
legal point of view, but it was to be feared that the German agents would 
make capital of the Wall incident with half-hearted people in the second 
zone, and convince them that if the result of the plebiscite left this second 
zone to Germany, those who had voted for attachment to Denmark would be 
treated as the publicist in question had been. 

Sir Eyre Crowe referred to a further point in Sir Charles Maiiing’s tele- 
gram: the French representative on the Schleswig Commission believed that 
the German Government had been notified that it would be called upon to 
evacuate immediately the third zone if arrests of a political nature should 
occur there. As a matter of fact, it was not so, and the Council had modified 
on July 1 6 th (h. d. 8),^ the proposal which had been submitted to it by»tthe 
relevant Commission. He suggested therefore that the Schleswig Commission 
be informed accurately on this point, and was prepared, if the Council 
approved, to telegraph to Sir Charles to that effect. 

M. Laroche told the Council that according to a telegram of the French 
representative at Copenhagen, as well as to the note from Baron von Lersner, 
the Germans had sent troops to Flensburg on the pretext of preventing inci- 
dents arising out of unemployment. It was clear that tliere was therein an 
attempt at bringing pressure to bear on the eve of the plebiscite. They 
could not oblige the Germans to withdraw their troops, but could they not 
send to the spot warships charged with watching what was taking place? 

M. PiGHON thought that it would be wrong to let this action of Germany 
pass without protest. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed, but, at the same time, thouglit that up to the 
time when the Treaty came into force the German Government had both 
the right and the duty to maintain order in these regions; and they were not 
in a position to say a priori that any such manoeuvre was intended. 

M. Laroche drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the Ger- 

“ For the revision of the earlier proposal to conduct the plebiscite in Schleswig in three 
zones see Vol. I, No. 12, appendk B. Gf. also A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen: Le Slesvig et la 
Paix,janvier igig-jamner igso (Paris 1928), passim. Also printed ibid., pp. 312-27 passim, 
are French texts of the present minute (h.d. 76, minute 8) and appendices. 

? See Vol. I, No. 12, minute 3 (^). 
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mans had deemed it their duty to advise it of this despatch of troops; doubt- 
less their conscience was not perfectly at ease. The Council could reply 
recognizing the Germans’ right, but adding that they, on their side, were 
going to send ships to demonstrate the fact that wTen the moment arrived 
they were equally interested in the maintenance of order. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether they were in a position to send ships. 

M. Laroche answered that a French ship must be on the eve of arriving 
at Copenhagen. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also asked whether they had the right to send ships into 
German ports. 

Mr. Polk thought that they were no more justified in that than in sending, 
troops’into Upper Silesia before the Treaty came into force. 

M. Laroche thought it was exactly because that right was debatable that 
he proposed the formula he had just indicated. 

General Le Rond reminded the Council that since the Armistice the 
cruiser Marseillaise had already been at Flensburg and Sonderburg. 

M. Laroche remarked that certainly the Germans had objected, but on 
the grounds of a particular incident which had arisen. The note might say 
that, in order to avoid any misinterpretation resulting from the despatch 
of warships to Flensburg, the Allies on their part would send ships into the 
harbour without disembarking. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that it would be well to make sure that they had 
ships available. 

M. PiGHON concluded that the naval representatives would come to an 
agreement. 


It was decided: 

(J) that Sir Eyre Crowe should make known to the Chairman of the 
Schleswig Commission in the name of the Supreme Council, the exact 
sense of the decisions taken by the Council at its meeting of July 8th 
[16th], 1919, with regard to Schleswig 
(2) that on account of recent events at Flensburg, and with the reserva- 
tion that the naval representatives should deem it possible to send 
warships, a note should he sent to the German Delegation to inform 
it that the .Allied and Associated Powers had decided to send war- 
ships to Flensburg. 


g. (The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee dated 
October 23rd, 1919 (see Appendix I).) 

Geiman cud Gheysson said that in the draft telegram which the 

i^TmUey Financial Commission had already prepared^ it had been indi- 
cated to the High Commissioners at Constantinople that the 
Council supported them in such measures as they had taken. This indica- 
tion did not appear in the draft prepared by the Drafting Committee. It 
would perhaps be wise to communicate to the High Commissioners the note 
of the Drafting Committee. 

Mr. Polk asked what the Drafting Committee thought about it. 

® See No. 4," note 2. 
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M. Fromageot said lie could only reply for himself It seemed to him 
preferable to send the telegram as it had been prepared by the Drafting 
Committee and to address also to the High Commissioners a copy of their 
note. They would thus have complete security for the past as well as for the 
future. The considerations developed in their report would give the High 
Commissioners all the arguments tending to justify, if that should be neces- 
sary, the attitude they had taken in the past. The Drafting Committee would 
further suggest to the Council the advantage of inserting in the Treaty with 
Turkey a clause which should give to the High Commissioners final discharge 
in respect of all operations carried out by them, and which should fix the 
allocation of sums accruing from liquidations carried out up to the time of 
the coming into force of the Treaty with Germany. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve tlie note of the Drafting Committee dated October 23rd, 

1919, relative to German and Austrian banks in Turkey ; 

(2) to send to the Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople the draft 

telegram enclosed in the above note and at the same time to send a 
copy of this note to the Allied High Commissioners (see Appendix I). 

10. M. PiGHQN proposed at the next meeting, which at Mr. Tittoni’s request 

would be on Tuesday, ^ to discuss the violations of the Armistice 
Deterrmnahm of nominations for Chairmen of the diflbrent 

agenda for the ^ ^ 

next meeting Government Commissions. 

11. Mr. Polk asked whether the question of the boundaries of •Albania 

„ , . ^ could not be referred forthwith to the appropriate Commission 

Boundaries of r. • i 

Albania examination and report. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether this question could be detached 
from the whole Adriatic question. 

M, Tittoni did not think one could separate from the Adriatic question 
that of the mandate claimed by Italy for Albania, but the specific question 
of boundaries might quite well be considered separately. 

Mr. Polk thought that the boundar)'- question was indeed a question 
apart. The line of the Aibano-Greek frontier would be fixed shortly; else- 
where the problem of the Albanian frontiers involved Serbian and Monte- 
negran questions, but nevertheless if the question were studied now, time 
would be saved. When the proper time arrived the Council would have a 
report before it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed but thought on the whole that in such a country 
as Albania the limitation of boundaries was largely a matter of political com- 
promise: the solutions arrived at in neighbouring regions should be known. 
He would like the matter discussed provided the problem was discussed in 
all its bearings. 

M. liTTONi said that the Council was already in possession of a report on 
the subject of the line of boundary between Albania and Greece; why not 
’ October 28, 1919. 
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prepare a report on the Aibano-Serbian frontier? When the Council came 
to discuss the question there would be nothing to hinder its examining the 
matter as a whole. Then would be the time to introduce considerations of a 
political nature. For the moment let the Commission investigate the line 
guided by ethnographical considerations. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if he might remark that the Territorial Gommis" 
sions charged with the determination of frontiers were not guided in the 
work simply by ethnographical considerations. 

M. Berthelot thought that so far as concerned Albanian frontiers, 
Treaties prior to this war supplied already a general basis. If they were to 
modify the frontiers which had then been traced it would be in virtue of 
essentially political considerations and these considerations were bound up 
with decisions still to be arrived at affecting the Adriatic. 

M. Tittoni added that this bond existed particularly for Italians who had 
associated the question of the mandate in Albania with the concessions that 
they made in Dalmatia, the two problems being inseparable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why not then tackle the problem as a whole at 
once. 

M. PiGHON remarked that as Mr. Polk and M. Tittoni were to meet that 
day they might await the result of their conversation. 

Mr. Polk then withdrew his proposal. 

It was decided : 

^ to adjourn, the discussion of this question until a future meeting. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crillon, 

Baris, October 23, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 6 

Memorandum from the British Delegation 

The following telegram, addressed to the Supreme Council, has been received 
from the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission : 

‘Considering that Admiral GoettC'” persists in paying no attention to the 
orders emanating from the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission, it is pro- 
posed to send Admiral Goette the following telegram tomorrow night : 

‘(Beginning of the telegram) : 

‘Considering that you persist in pa'^dng no attention to the orders which are 
given you by the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission, 
particularly as relates to: 

I. The delivery of tank vessels; 

II. The sending to the Firth of Forth of five ships, in execution of the order 
of the Supreme Council,” wliich was the object of my telegram No. 
1840 of October 16th; 

President of the German Naval Armistice Commission. 

” See Vol. I, No. 74, minute i and appendix A. 
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III. The sending of the ships Estonia or Estland[sic] (see my telegrams 1300 

of October 17th, 1930 of October 17th and 1100 of October i8th); 

IV. The answer to my telegram No. 1200 of October 7tli, asking for a state- 

ment on the measures taken on the occasion of the Claymore incident ; 

V. The case of several merchant ships wdiich have not been delivered; 

You are informed by the present, that as long as the orders given by the Inter- 
allied Naval Armistice Commission are not executed, no German ship will be 
given freedom of the seas, either Baltic waters, or elsewhere. (Here ends the 
telegram.) 

‘The approval of the Supreme Council is requested. — 1329.’ 

Pending the arrival of instructions from London, the British Delegation is not 
able to discuss this question. 


October 24, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 6 
Memorandum from the British Delegation 

The following telegram, addressed to the Supreme Council has been receit^ed 
from the President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission : 

I refer to telegram 319 from the President of the Interallied Armistice 
Commission, dated October 22nd. On account of the decision of the Supreme 
Council on the subject of the German note, asking that the embargo put on 
navigation in the Baltic be only applied when military reasons make it necessary,^ 
the telegram which it wms proposed to send to Admiral Goette, has not been sent. 
Since October 22nd requests numbers 3 and 4 have been complied with, l:3ut 
the important points numbers i, 2 and 5, have not yet begun to be executed. 

October .25, igig. 


Appendix G to No. 6 
{Embargo on German Shipping in the Baltic) 

Proposed Draft Reply to the German Delegation Note of 
October ly, prepared by the Allied Naval Advisers 

I'he Allied and Associated Governments have examined the request contained 
in the Note of October 1 7 from the German Government, concerning tlie restric- 
' tions placed on the sailings of German fishing vessels and other small craft in tlie 
Baltic,^ and have instimcted A.N.A.G. to take whatever steps are possible to meet 
the requests of the German Government, in so far as these steps do not interfere 
with any military measures that are considered necessary. 

October 24. igrg. 

Appendix D to No. 6 

Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the 
Supreme Council 

The Governments of the United States, France, Great Britain, Italy and Japan 
have agreed on a uniform course of actions as regards the resumption of diplomatic 
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relations with Germany and propose to be represented at Berlin at first by Charges 
d’Afl'aires. 

The British Government would be glad to know the views of the Supreme 
Council on the following points : — 

1. How should the names of the representatives chosen and the dates of their 
arrival be notified to the German Government? Should this be done through the 
neutral Governments which now represent the five Powers at Berlin — in the case 
of Great Britain, the Netherland Government? 

2. Should the credentials of the five representatives be in the usual form? 

3. Should the five representatives follow the procedure customary in the case 
of a new'iy arrived Plead of a Mission as regards official calls, etc,, ^vhile of course 
abstaining from any relations with the Austrian, Plungarian, Bulgarian and 
Turkish Missions till the Treaties of Peace with their respective Governments 
have been ratified? 

4. Should the procedure agreed on, whatever it may be, be also follow-ed at 
Munich and Dresden? 

5. When should the five representatives proceed to their posts? 

October 24^ 


Appendix E to No. 6 

Joint note of the Polish and Czechoslovak Commissions relative to the plebiscite in 
the Duchy of Teschen and the Territories of Spisz and Orava. 

A degision taken by the Supreme Council under date of September 27th last,^- 
established the method of carrying out the plebiscite to be instituted in the terri- 
tories of Teschen, Spisz and Orava, and determined the powers of the Interallied 
Commission charged with the task of organizing the plebiscite and of supervising 
its execution. 

The Commissions which elaborated the plebiscite plan consider it necessary that 
the instructions given to the Interallied Commission by virtue of the above cited 
decision be made clear on certain points, and that at the same time more latitude 
in interpretation be accorded the Commission in order that it may more easily 
cope with the difficulties which might be encountered locally on account of the 
difference of views of the Poles and of the Gzecho-Slovaks. 

To this end the Commissions have the honour to submit herewith, for the 
approval of the Council, the following resolution wffiich, if it is adopted, should 
be communicated in the form of instructions to the members of the Plebiscite 
Commission : 

The Supreme Council judges it desirable to define as follows the provisions of 
the resolution of September 27th, as well as the powers confided to the International 
Plebiscite Commission by this resolution. 

As stated by the decision of September 27th, the Commission alone shall have 
authority to interpret this decision, to decide just wffiat are the 
ompe .ence oj and police powers wffiich it appears to it necessary to 

the Commission . ■ . rii.i i ‘ 

exercise to insure the maintenance 01 order and the normal existence 

of the country. It may hear the Polish and Czecho-Slovak representatives, but 
merely in a consultative capacity. 

See Vol. I, No. 66, minute 8. , 
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Also, in its decisions, the Commission should not consider itself as bound by the 
various indications contained in the minutes of the sessions of the Paris Commis- 
sions, or in the other documents placed at its disposition. It should only consider 
them as indications facilitating the study of the problem: it shall be solely guided 
by the decision of September 27th and by the present instructions. 

The Polish and Gzecho-Slovak Delegations have requested that modifications 
Conditions be introduced in the conditions governing the right of suffrage as fixed 
governing in Ai'ticle 5 of the resolution of September 27th. 
the right The Poles consider that domicile ought to be taken as the sole basis 
of suffrage of a right to vote, in order that this right may be refused to persons 

who have, for some time, ceased to inhabit the country. They consider, further, 
that domicile ought to entail a right to vote if it is prior to November 3rd.- igi8. 

The Czechs, on the contrary, desire that ‘indigenat’ {Heiniatsrecht) alone be taken 
into considei'ation. 

It is impossible to accede wholly to either one or the other of these propositions. 

The Gzecho-Slovak proposal refuses the right to vote to a number of inhabitants 
who, although not possessing ‘indigenat’, have none the less been located in the 
region for some time. 

The modification of date proposed by the Poles tends to accord voting rights 
to elements too recently arrived in the countiy, and to the participation in the 
plebiscite of that part of the population whose floating character is difficult to 
contest and whose admission to voting rights could only be justified on political 
grounds and not by durable bonds of attachment to this region. 

In establishing the list of voters, the Commission should not only conform to 
the letter of the provisions of Article 5, paragraph c, but be guided also by their 
spirit, in order fully to respond to the clear intention of the Supreme Council. The 
right to take part in the plebiscite should only be accorded to those who may be 
considered in good faith as meeting the conditions fixed by the Supreme Council, 
that is : 

1. To those who possessed ‘indigenat’ prior to August ist, 1914. 

2. To those who, without having fulfilled that formality, had their habitual 
residence in the region from a date which could not be subsequent to August i st, 
1914. 

Thus, one could only accord the vote to persons who possessed ‘indigenat’ pre- 
vious to the ist of August, 1914, if their behaviour showed that they had not 
disinterested themselves from the region or allowed their connections with the 
region to be severed. On the other hand, the I'ight to vote could only be based 
upon residence previous to the ist of August, 1914, if that residence had been 
habitual, actual, residence prolonged until the date of the plebiscite. Persons 
could not be admitted to the vote who, after having resided outside of the region 
during this period, only returned to participate in the plebiscite. Force nmjeure 
(military service, etc.) could only be invoked if the person in question has slioivn 
his attachment to the country by the fact that he had been there for a considerable 
period previous to 1914, or by other evidence of a nature to leave no doubt as to 
his intention of making that I’egion the place of his habitual residence (property 
holding and the maintenance of his family in the country, etc.). 

Within these limits, the Commission has full power without appeal to decide 
the conditions of the vote. 
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Appendix F to No. 6 


Polish Delegation 

TO THE 

Peace Conference. 

PARiSj October 21, igig. 

From : Roman Dmowski, 

To: President Clemenceau. 


The German Government has decided to take advantage of the short period 
remaiijing before the occupation of Upper Silesia by Allied troops, to conduct 
communal elections in that province. Electoral lists have already been prepared 
and exposed to the public. The electoral colleges will be convoked in the very 
near future. 

The purpose of this measure, put into operation in gi'eat haste, is clearly evident. 
Following the insurrection of the Polish population in Upper Silesia, provoked 
intentionally by the Germans, thousands of Poles were arrested and deported to 
German provinces ; more numerous still are those who were obliged to take refuge 
in Polish territory already liberated. The amnesty recently discussed between the 
Polish and German Governments has not yet been realized. Under these condi- 
tions, an important number of electors are unable to take part in the election; 
thus the result of these preliminary elections must in no sense be considered as the 
true expression of opinion in the country. All electors subject to the exceptional 
regime still in force in Upper Silesia will be deprived of an opportunity to express 
their opinions. But this is exactly the reason why the German Government hastens 
to conduct the elections; it wishes to prove to the inter-allied occupation authori- 
ties, and to the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers that 
the universal suffrage as applied to the communal elections gives Germany full 
justification and confirms her assertions regarding the German character of Upper 
Silesia. Moreover, the communal authorities, elected under similar circumstances, 
will be docile instruments in the hands of the German Government, with which 
she intends to influence the result of the plebiscite. It is also certain that the 
German Government will do everything in its power to insure the election of 
persons who, by remaining in the country, would serve as supporters of her policy. 

The Polish Delegation, in a note dated July 5th last, indicated that it is impor- 
tant to proceed with the communal elections, but under a regime of occupation 
by Allied troops, because this occupation alone could furnish sufficient impartiality 
guarantees [i'fr] concerning the organization and conduct of these elections. 

Considering that the communal elections decreed for Upper Silesia are to be 
regarded as a manoeuvre on the part of the German Government tending the 
result [sicl of the plebiscite, the Polish Delegation has the honour to request the 
Supreme Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to kindly take any 
measures it may deem necessary to cause a revocation of the communal elections 
in Upper Silesia by the German Government, and to have these elections operated 
under the control of the Inter-Allied occupation authorities after a reasonable 
electoral period, and upon a basis of the lists which are to be prepared after the 
evacuation of the province by the German Authorities. 

Accept, etc. 

Roman Dmowski. 
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Appendix G to No. 6 

Telegram to the Supreme Council from Sir C. Marling, Chairman of the Slesvig Com- 
mission, relative to Political Arrests in Slesvig. 

COPENHAGEN, October 22, igig. 

About July 20th the Slesvig Commission at Paris suggested to the Supreme Coun- 
cil that a request should be addressed to the Gei'man Government to give strict 
instructions to the German officials in the Third Zone to abstain from political 
arrests, on the understanding that the evacuation of that zone would lie imme- 
diately required in case any instances of such arrests, which could not but vitiate 
the results of the plebiscite, were reported by the International Gomrnissic-n. 

The Commission was never authoritatively informed whether the Supreme 
Council approved this proposaP and addressed the necessary communication to 
the German Government on the subject, but my French colleague believes this 
to be the case. 

A concrete instance has now occurred in the case of the publicist Wall. This 
man was arrested last July and released at the instance of the late French Minister, 
yet the German authorities have since confined him to his own house, and the 
Commission hereby requests authority to demand of the German Delegate that 
Mr. Wall shall be restored to complete liberty, and to cpiote in so doing, the 
above mentioned resolution of the Supreme Council. 

Appendix H to No. 6 

Note delivered by Baron von Lersner, October 23, igig. 

For several weeks Flensburg has been suffering from gross excesses committed 
by strikers and members of the seamen’s league. Crews who wish to work are 
threatened; provisioning is jeopardized. On the i6th instant the Hotel de Ville 
was taken by assault and impossible demands made on the magistrates. Conse- 
quently, we were obliged to comply wdth the urgent request of the authorities and 
of the citizens of Flensburg to take measures for military protection. 

Appendix I to No. 6 

Note for the Supreme Council concerning German and Austrian 
Banks in Turkey, 

1st. The measures taken since the Turkish Armistice and until the entry into 
force of the German Treaty (and afterwards the Austrian IVeaty) are protected 
from German or Austrian Claims: ist. By virtue of Articles 19 and 23 of the 
Turkish Armistice which forbids the presence of Austrian or German subjects in 
Turkey or of any relations between Turkey and Germany (and Austria) ; and 2nd, 
by virtue of Article 439 of the German Treaty (Ai’ticle 377 of the Austrian Treaty) 
by virtue of which Germany (and Austria) renounced any claim concerning 
measures taken by the Povv’'ers prior to the entry into force of the Treaty. 

2nd. After the entry into force of the German Treaty (and afterwards the 
Austrian Treaty) the control measures taken or to be taken by the Powders are 
covei'ed: ist, by the articles of the Turkish Armistice above referred to; 2nd, by 
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the right vested in Powers occupying a territory to supervise, for reasons of military 
security, any enterprise whatsoever situated in occupied country. 

The Drafting Committee has no knowledge as to whether the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers intend to operate liquidations after the entry into force of 
the German Treaty (and of the Austrian Treaty), but if such liquidations are to 
be operated it would be advantageous to have these measures covered later in the 
Turkish Treaty. 

In fact, the Allied and Associated Powers have, in relation to Germany, Article 
155 of the German Treaty (and in relation to Austria, Article 86 of the Austrian 
Treaty), entire authority to fix the fate of the said German and Austrian Banks in 
the Turkish Treaty, and Germany and Austria agree at the present time to all 
stipulations of this nature between the Allied and Associated Powers and Turkey. 

If these considerations are fully founded, it would be opportune to instruct the 
High Commissioners at Constantinople as follows : 

Draft of Telegram to the High Commissioners at Constantinople 

Replying to your telegram 1.792 of September 23rd with regard to the attitude 
to be adopted concerning the German and Austrian banks in Turkey, the Govern- 
ments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers agree to not proceed [^fr], after 
the entry into force of the German Treaty, and afterwards of the Austrian Treaty, 
with the operation of any liquidation measures, but they reserve the right to take, 
even after the entry into force of these Treaties, all supervision measures deemed 
necessary concerning the said banks. These measures will be justified: ist, by 
Articles 19 and 23 of the Turkish Armistice; and 2nd, by the right vested in 
Powers occupying the territory to supervise, for reasons of military security, any 
enterprise whatsoever situated in said occupied territory. 

It wilhbe expedient to fix the fate of the said banks in the stipulations of the 
arrangements with Turkey, as Germany (Article 153*^ of the German Treaty) and 
Austria (Article 86 of the Austrian Treaty) have already agreed to any stipulations 
of this nature between the Allied and Associated Powers and Turkey. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromageot. 


*3 In error for 155. 


October 23, igrg. 


No. 7 

H. D. 77.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichoFs Room, Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 
October 28, 1919, at 10.90 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Gapt. G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Mantoux. 


II G 
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Constitution of Inter- 
Allied Military Organi- 
zation for the execution 
of the clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: General Tasker H. Bliss, Brig. Gen. Cheney, Rear-=Admirai 
McGully, U.S.N. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Commandant [Commander] 
Lucas, General Groves, Colonel Kisch, Captain Fuller. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Niessei, M. Laroche, 
M. Kammerer, Commandant Le Vavasseur, Cap [i] tain [e] de corvette 
Fabre, Captain Roper. 

Italy: General Cavallero, C. Amiral Grassi, Lieut.-Gol. Scelzo, Gapt. 
de corvette Ruspoli. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, 

I. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch, dated October 
15th, 1919, to M. Clemenceau, with annexed note (see 
Appendix A).) 

Mr. Polk observed that he only received the letter 
and note in question late the night before, 

M. Clemenceau asked if he desired to adjourn the 
consideration of tliis question. 

Mr. Polk thought that it would be useful to discuss the questions involved 
although he did not think that any conclusions could be reached at that 
meeting. 

M. Clemenceau inquired if Sir Eyre Crowe was in the same situation, 
and briefly summarized the letter and note, adding that he intended to 
appoint Marshal Foch as the French Representative on the Inter-Ailied 
Military Organization which it was intended to constitute and he** thought 
that he should have the presidency thereof. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had hurriedly read the letter and pote in 
question but he had not been aware that this point was on the agenda for 
that day. He was not clear as to the exact machinery which it was proposed 
to set up. There were already in existence Commissions of Control which 
wuiiid supervise in Germany the execution of the Treaty, and on these 
Commissions representation of all the Allied and Associated Powers was pro- 
vided for. 

M, Clemenceau pointed out that the proposed Military Organization was 
not an ordinary Commission. It was rather a question of creating an Inter- 
Allied Military Organization with executive functions. After tlie Treaty 
came into force Marshal Foch, as Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied Forces, 
would no longer have any command to exercise. He proposed to transfer 
those powers to the Council existing at Versailles and to endow it witli 
executive functions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if it was not desired to retain an Inter- Allied 
command. 

M. Clemenceau replied that it was, but that it would be in a different 
form. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that there, was already in existence a Council 
sitting at Versailles wMch, however, had no executive powers b?it purely 
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advisory ones. He felt that he would have to refer the question of the 
organization now proposed to his Government. Command of the troops of 
occupation on the Rhine was already settled, the command being vested in 
the Commanding Officer of the French troops of occupation on the Rhine, 
and he thought it was unnecessary to create another intermediate body 
exercising functions of command. 

Marshal Foch pointed out that the troops of occupation on the Rhine 
were not the only ones concerned. He was now asking to be relieved as 
Gommander-in~Ghief of the Allied forces. It was, however, necessary to 
ensure the execution of the clauses of the Treaty. It was true that in large 
part thjs was already confided to the Commissions of Control in Germany, 
but for various reasons a central organization like that at Versailles was 
necessary, with an Inter-Allied staff: first, it was necessary to have a 
central organization in order to give directions to the various Commissions 
of Control which otherwise would deal with their respective Govern- 
ments, so that confusion and disorder would necessarily ensue. For the 
same reasons a central organization was necessary in view of the different 
conditions applying to the Inter-Allied troops of occupation, inasmuch 
as they were to be stationed in different localities, were of different com- 
position and were subject to different conditions of administration. If 
it became necessary to proceed to affirmative measures on the Rhine, for 
instance, it would be necessary to have a medium for reaching an agreement 
with Belgium with respect to the cooperation of her troops. In like manner 
if if were also desired to take similar measures on the eastern frontier the 
same necessity existed for coming to an understanding with Poland and 
Gzecho-Slovalda. For the foregoing reasons it was necessary to have an 
Inter- Allied staff. The Council at Versailles did not at present have execu- 
tive powers, but in February and March, 1918, with Mr. Lloyd George’s 
consent, the Executive War Board sitting at Versailles had been invested 
with executive as well as consultative powers- He proposed the retention 
of the present Council of Versailles with the added attribution of extensive 
executive powers, otherwise the proper execution of the various military 
measures would become impossible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that his delegation had already discussed this 
matter and that, although differing on certain points, it had come to a 
similar conclusion. The necessity for a centralized organization with execu- 
tive powers was fully realized. He thought that the Council already existing 
at Versailles was sufficient but that it should remain under the orders of the 
Supreme Council. 

M. Glemenceau replied that of course this would be so. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the Conference might no longer be in session at 
the time referred to. 

M. Glemenceau observed that this was true but that the necessity of con- 
sulting the respective Governments would still exist and that, therefore, a 
central body with executive power became more necessary than ever. If the 
various decisions of the Allied and Associated Powers were to be communi- 



Gated to their respective military commanders much confusion would 
inevitably result: it would be preferable to have these orders transmitted by 
a central body sitting at Versailles which would include representatives of the 
Governments concerned. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that a Committee for the coordination of 
questions concerning the interpretation and execution of the clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany had already been decided upon.=' 

Mr. Polk thought that the idea was that such a Committee would have 
no other powers than the winding up of the work of the Conference: it had 
not been contemplated that this Committee of Coordination should resolve 
itself into a continuation of the Conference. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that for whoever knew the Germans it was 
unquestionably true that if we did not see to the proper execution of the 
clauses of the Treaty they would never be executed. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether it would be equally necessary to have some 
central body of naval control. 

M. Glemengeau replied that he did not see why not; that he should like 
that to come about. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought that the Committee of Coordina- 
tion which had been decided upon was essential : moreover, that as it could 
transmit orders from the various Governments concerned to their Naval and 
Military Representatives it, in his opinion, was sufficient. 

M. Tittoni in summarizing what Sir Eyre Crowe had said, took it that 
he meant that the existing Council at Versailles should be maintained and 
that it should have the same relations towards the proposed Committee of 
Coordination as it now occupied with respect to the Supreme Council. 

M. Glemengeau observed that the Versailles Council had no executive 
powers at all. 

Marshal Foch added that he himself now had all executive power. 

M. Tittoni thought that the Council of Versailles should exist under the 
presidency of Marshal Foch with executive powers, receiving its orders from 
the Committee of Coordination in the same manner as it now received such 
orders from the Supreme Council. 

M. Glemengeau explained that the Supreme Council or the Committee 
of Coordination was always to retain the power of decision; that the military 
organization proposed was to be endowed with full executive powers for 
carrying out the orders of the Supreme Council or of the Committee of 
Coordination. He thought it was necessary to have Marshal Foch at the 
head of this proposed military organization at Versailles inasmuch as in 
view of his great prestige, as well as his ability, it w'ould never do for the 
Germans to think that they were finally rid of him. 

Mr. Polk inquired if it was Marshal Focli’s idea that the Interallied 
troops of occupation in Dantzig, Silesia, and other regions would all be under 
the supreme command of the organization at Versailles with its Interallied 
General Staff. 


* See Vol. I, No. SI, minute i. 



M. Glemenceau repiied that this was the case. He thought that the 
questions involved were now clearly understood by everyone and he sug- 
gested that their decision be postponed to a future meeting. 

(This was agreed to.) 

2. (The Council had before it telegrams from Sir Edward Grey^ to Lord 
Gurzon and from Lord Gurzon to Sir Eyre Crowe, both 
dated October 25th, 1919 (see Appendix B).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe read and commented on the tele- 
grams in question. 

M. Glemenceau observed that a great many other 
important questions were awaiting upon the possibility 
of setting a definite date for the coming into force of the 
Treaty, which, needless to say, would be done as soon as possible. 

3. (The Council had before it draft instructions to the Inter- Allied Com- 

mission charged with examining into the evacuation of 
Draft instructions to the Baltic Provinces (see Appendix G).) 

Inter-Alhed Commission Clemenceau explained that in the place of 

iXIL ZamaZr^lhe General Mangin, General Niessel had been appointed 
Baltic Provinces to the Presidency of this Commission : the General had 

lived for a long while in Russia and was familiar with 

the Russian tongue. 

Mr. ^olk suggested that the representatives named on this Commission 
meet and discuss the draft instructions to General Niessel and report back to 
the Conference. 

M. Glemenceau said that they could meet immediately in another room. 
General Niessel remarked that as he had had a conversation with the 
British Representative, General Turner, the day before, he could speak for 
him at this meeting. 

(At this point the military representatives on this Commission left the 
room.) 

M. Tittoni observed that the draft instructions brought up a great many 
political questions also. 

M, Glemenceau suggested that these be discussed immediately. 

M. Berthelot then began to read Section 5 of the draft instructions. 

M. Tittoni, with respect to the last paragraph of Section 5, suggested that 
the wording used implied that the Commission would be superior and in 
fact replace the local de facto governments, thus assuming responsibilities 
which properly attached to them. He thought that this clause should be 
so altered that it would be clear that these de facto governments were to be 
consulted by the Commission. He suggested that the clause be made to read : 
‘The local governments in agreement with the Commission, will take, etc.’ 

M. Berthelot observed that this change could easily be made : it was 
clear that the Commission could not replace these Tfe facto governments. 

2 Lord Grey was H.M. Ambassador in Washington. 
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Mr. Polk, with respect to the first paragraph of Section 5, inquired 
whether the recognition of the Governments of Latvia, Esthonia and 
Lithuania was implied. 

M. Berthelot said that it was not, that it was only a question of dealing 
with these de facto governments. 

Mr. Polk observed that he had asked the question because the United 
States had not yet recognized these Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe, with respect to the last paragraph of Section 6, inquired 
whether it was contemplated that the President of this Commission would 
surely be the representative of the Allied and Associated Powers at Petrograd. 

M. Berthelot said that this was not exactly the meaning : what wag meant 
was that the President of this Commission might eventually be designated 
by the Conference as representative in Petrograd of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

M. Tittoni thought it would be better to provide that this Commission 
might eventually represent the Allied and Associated Powers at Petrograd, 
rather than that the President thereof should be such representative. 

Mr. Polk wished to raise the point whether there was not great danger 
of tliis Commission doing much more than it had been meant to do. The 
primary intention was to constitute a commission which should see to it that 
the Germans were driven out of the Baltic Provinces. Under the instructions 
now presented the Commission was apt to engage the Allied and Associated 
Powers in a large number of delicate questions. 

M. Berthelot replied that it was difficult to separate the questions. 
The Germans were in those regions in all conditions and guises and for that 
reason it was necessary to provide for a great number of contingencies and 
to enable the Commission to treat with all the local authorities. It hjfd been 
attempted to formulate a clear and continuous policy with respect to the 
Baltic Provinces; this was a thing which heretofore had been lacking and 
had frequently been a cause of reproach. 

Mr. Polk agreed that a clear and continuous policy was certainly neces- 
sary, but queried whether this was the time to begin to formulate one. He 
found this difficulty: if this Commission was to extend its activities beyond 
driving the Germans out of the Baltic Provinces he would have to refer the 
matter to his Government, inasmuch as many questions would be involved 
which he had always" maintained must be settled directly by the Government 
of the United States and not here in Paris by the Council. Especially with, 
reference to Russian questions had he always maintained this point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with Mr. Polk. He added that the Allies had had 
a representative in these regions, namely General Gough. He felt that this 
present Commission was being vested with powers which were formerly 
held by General Gough. It was a new question for him and he would have 
to refer the matter to his Government. 

M. Berthelot had not thought that this was a new question to the 
British Delegation because General March [Marsh], who had succeeded 
General Gough, had told the French Military Representative at Riga that 
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he understood that his mission was being terminated on account of the 
organization of the present Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that his Government had appointed Genera! 
Hicking^ with detailed instructions.' 

M. Berthelot thought that this was a different matter, inasmuch as 
General Hicking’s^ purely British mission was only to operate in case of the 
eventual taking of Petrograd. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that however that might be, he felt that the scope 
of this Commission was being unduly extended. He did not wish to be in the 
position of supporting a Commission whose powers might conflict with the 
instructions already given to General Hicking’s^ mission. 

M. Tittoni said that to his mind the only way of settling the conditions 
of anarchy existing in these regions was to send a Commission with powers 
substantially similar to those embodied in the draft instructions. He was in 
favour of sending this Commission now. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that inasmuch as no troops were assigned to 
this Commission it must be given other means of making its decisions and 
authority respected. Unless it clearly represented the Council it would only 
obtain vague promises at Berlin, and on the spot it would, as had happened 
before, merely be laughed at by the Germans, 

M. Glemenceau hoped that the American and British representatives 
would consult their Governments as soon as possible. 

Mr. Polk replied that he would of course do so, but he thought he should 
point opt that he did not believe that his Government would be disposed 
to have a military Commission handle matters of this kind, which were, 
rather, diplomatic in their scope and nature. 

M. Glemenceau said that in such a delicate question all Governments 
should take their share of the responsibility. If this Commission did not have 
a very great moral authority it would be able to accomplish nothing. It was 
also very necessary not to engage in any undertaking of this kind with such 
inadequate means, or under such conditions, that it could not be carried to 
a successful conclusion. He was in favour of granting to this Commission 
powers substantially as laid down in the draft instructions. But, at any rate, 
even if some modifications were to be made, the instructions finally given to 
General Niessel must be absolutely clear. 

Mr. Polk agreed that the instructions to the Commission should be abso- 
lutely clear and added that in Russian and Baltic Provinces questions the 
Allied and Associated Powers had heretofore not been in sufficient agree- 
ment and had hesitated unduly. For instance, it would be very advantageous 
to settle at once, if possible, the questions of the recognition of Admiral Kol- 

3 In error for Haklng. General Sir R. Haking had been sent upon a special mission to 
General Yudenitch under instructions of October <22, iQiQj from the War Office. General 
Haking was instructed to proceed at once to Reval where he should meet General Marsh 
from Helsingfors prior to the return of the latter to England. General Haking’s mission was 
accredited only to the Russian forces commanded by General Yudenitch and was thus 
distinct from the Allied Mission under General Niessel concerned with the withdrawal of 
German forces from the Baltic Provinces. 
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chak^s government and of the provisional governments of the Baltic Provinces. 
He wished again, however, to reiterate that he did not feel that these qiies- 
tions should be raised in connection with the instructions to this present 
Commission. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that the draft instructions did not involve 
recognition. He again recalled that the Council had already sent various 
ultimata in vain. If this Mission were despatched with no other power than 
to order the Germans to evacuate the Baltic Provinces failure was bound to 
result. Another alternative was presented : the Germans could be told that 
if they did not evacuate, the Allied and Associated Powers would refuse to 
ratify the Treaty, but this was entirely a different question. 

Mr. Polk agreed but felt that there was some confusion as to the matters 
being discussed. The Germans asked that a Commission should be sent to 
the Baltic Provinces to assist in the evacuation of their troops, and this had 
been accepted. He agreed entirely that the Commission should have ample 
power, but he did not see that that had any connection with giving instruc- 
tions as to what would happen after the capture of Petrograd. It might be 
advisable to contemplate such a contingency but he doubted if his Govern- 
ment would consent to the matter being handled by the sending of this 
Commission. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that Bermont'^ had announced that he intended 
to enter Petrograd at the same time as General Yudenitch; it was for this 
reason that he had first wished to occupy Riga. Moreover, Bermont had 
certain relations with elements of Yudenitch’s army. Therefore it "was 
difficult to separate these questions. Even if there were to be modifications 
with respect to details he hoped that the main principle could be agreed 
upon. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that the Delegations should consult with their 
Governments at once. 

Mr. Polk thought that perhaps after studying the draft instructions it 
might not be necessary for him to consult his Government on certain points, 
but he doubted whether points such as the relations to be established with 
Esthonia could be settled in this manner. 

General Weygand called the attention of the Council to a telegram 
received from General Dupont desiring that the Commission be sent as soon 
as possible, for two reasons : first, the question was raised as to whether the 
evacuation should take place via the ports of Memel and Koiiigsberg, and 
this necessarily involved many complicated questions of detail which could 
only be settled on the spot: secondly, Noske^ had made it known that if the 
blockade continued until the completion of evacuation the supply of iron 
ore for the Silesian mines would be cut off and some 200,000 men would be 
thrown out of work. The conclusion necessarily was that this Commission 
should be sent at the very earliest moment possible. 

Colonel Prince Bermondt-Avalov was in command of Russo-Geunan foices in the 
Baltic Provinces : see Vol. III. 

^ German Minister of Defence (Reichswehr). 
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(At this point the Military Representatives on this Commission re- 
entered the room.) 

M. Glemengeau asked if the Military representatives were unanimous in 
their conclusions. 

General Niessel said that two or three points still remained to be cleared 
up. It was proposed to add to Section 3, paragraph C, the following clause: 
^Tlie German Government will give to the Commission and its Agents 
complete authorization to circulate in all the territory occupied by German 
troops.’ (This was agreed to.) 

General Niessel desired to add to the first paragraph of Section 4 the 
following clause: ‘German diplomatic and civil officials shall leave the 
Baltic Provinces at the same time as the troops.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether there was any basis of right for this 
action. He maintained that under the terms of the Armistice there existed 
a perfect right to compel the evacuation of the troops but he doubted 
whether there were any legal grounds for compelling the withdrawal of 
diplomatic and civil officials. 

General Niessel said that this additional clause was suggested by reason 
of the request of the British Representative at Riga, who felt that these 
diplomatic and civil officials should be compelled to leave at once. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that this was equivalent to forbidding Germany 
to have any diplomatic relations with the de facto governments of the Baltic 
Provinces and he inquired whether the Council wished to go that far. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that the British Representative at Riga had 
made the request in question on account of the excessive number of German 
diplomatic and civil officials now in those regions. However that might be, 
the question remained whether there were any legal grounds for this action 
and he wished to ask what would happen if the Germans would simply 
refuse to recognize the right to demand the withdrawal of these diplomatic 
and civil officials. 

Marshal Foch suggested that to the clause proposed by General Niessel 
there be added the following words: ‘with the exception of those recognized 
by the de facto governments of Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania’. (This was 
agreed to.) 

General Niessel also desired to add the following clause at the end of 
Section 9: ‘The Allied Navies will supply the Commission with all trans- 
portation necessary and will ensure transmission of the Commission’s 
telegrams.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that he would have to refer this to the British Naval 
Advisers. As a general observation he inquired whether an agreement could 
not be reached on military matters leaving the political questions for further 
consideration. 

General Niessel explained that unless adequate naval transportation 
were assured the Commission could not reach the necessary localities nor 
function properly. If the Commission had to travel through regions in revolt 
it would surely fail at the very outset. 



Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if this transportation in any wise referred to 
troop transportation. 

General Niessel explained that it did not. 

(It was agreed to accept the clause proposed by General Niessel to be 
added to Section 9.) 

General Niessel commenting upon Section lo of the draft instructions, 
thought it should be made clear that the Commission was to be^superior to 
all military missions in the regions in question, including a British military 
mission under Colonel Tallents. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that Colonel Tallents, a retired Gploiiel, 
represented the civil power; it would obviously be impossible to subordinate 
a civil mission to a military mission. 

General Niessel observed that he did not desire such subordination if the 
scope of Colonel Tallents’ mission was clearly indicated. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that this mission was accredited to the de 
facto government of Lithuania and was a diplomatic mission. 

General Niessel said that this was satisfactory to him and that he there" 
fore would not suggest adding anything to Section lo. 

Sir Eyre Crowe, referring to the same Section lo, inquired where 
General Niessel intended to establish his headquarters. 

General Niessel explained that he could not determine that point until 
he reached Berlin. His headquarters would have to be established at Ae 
spot where he could obtain the best local assistance against the Gerpians. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the provision as to the location of head- 
quarters was so indefinite that he feared that it might possibly be situated at 
Dantzig, which, of course, would lead to fatal complications. " 

General Niessel replied that there was no danger of that. He wished to 
know what provision had been made relative to money to be furnished the 
Commission. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that the Council would settle that question. 

General Niessel said that the Commission would need some money 
immediately. For instance part of its duty was to bring about the dissolution 
of Bermont’s Germano-Russian Corps. If it succeeded in this it doubtless 
would have to incur large expenditures by way of payments relative to 
present members of that corps. If the de facto governments of the Baltic 
Provinces should be asked to incur extra expenditures on this account it was 
important that they should be assured of reimbursement by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

Mr. Polk thought that this matter could be discussed later. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

General Niessel pointed out that Bermont had close relations with the 
Germans, and at the same time was corresponding with Yudenitch. He 
wished to know whether he should utterly refuse to deal with Bermont, or 
whether he should act towards him in such a manner that it might later be 
possible to make use of him. 



M. Tittoni thought that the Commission should be authorized to use its 
entire discretion. 

General Niessel then brought up the question of the supply of war 
material. He pointed out that it was most essential for the organization of 
any strong local force in the Baltic Provinces to have an ample and regular 
supply of material. The lack thereof had already proved most embarrassing 
to General Gough, and he felt that he could not succeed any better unless 
he were assured of adecjuate supplies. 

Mr, Polk wished again to revert to the difficulty he had formerly felt. It 
might perhaps be advisable to broaden the powers of the Commission, but 
it hadaiot been contemplated that a mission with the powers now contained 
in the draft instructions should be organized; for instance, powers to deal 
with questions of supplies, representation in the future, etc. 

General Niessel again pointed out that the Germans could understand 
nothing but force, and the only available forces were the local ones in the 
Baltic Provinces. If these forces were properly armed and equipped the 
Germans, if necessary, could be thrown out of the Baltic Provinces, by force. 

Mr. Polk observed that what he had in mind in his preceding remarks 
was the relations with Bermont which had been discussed. 

M. Clemengeau thought this question should be reserved for future 
discussion. 

General Niessel observed that a most important point was the attitude 
to l^e taken with respect to the German Government. He wished to know 
the Supreme Council’s views with respect to the attitude to be taken if the 
evacuation were not properly carried out. 

M. Clemengeau said that General Niessel should always insist with the 
utmost firmness on the proper execution of the measures for evacuation, but 
that he should avoid going into any further detail. He suggested that the 
proposals relative to military action contained in the draft instructions be 
adopted and that the discussion of all political questions involved in the said 
draft instructions should be adjourned until such time as the various delega- 
tions could refer these questions to their respective Governments and receive 
answers which could be agreed upon. The instructions could then be sent 
on to the Commission. 

General Niessel remarked that the Commission could not leave before 
the end of the week. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that possibly the Commission could then get 
its instructions before it left. 

(It was agreed to accept M. Clemenceau’s suggestion.) 

(It was decided: ' 

to adopt the following Sections of the draft instructions to the Inter- 
allied Commission charged with the examination of the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces, — Sections I to IV inclusive, Section IX, and Section X, 
mth the foUowing corrections : 

(1) at the end of Section III, paragraph C, the following words should he 
added: ‘The German Government will give to the Commission and 
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its Agents complete authorization to cii'culate in all the territory- 
occupied by German troops.’ 

(2) at the end of the first paragraph. Section IV, the following words 

should be added: ‘German diplomatic and civil officials shall leave 
the Baltic Provinces at the same time as the troops, with the excep- 
tion of those recognized by the de facto governments of Esthonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania.’ 

(3) at the end of Section IX the following words should be added; ‘The 

Allied Navies will supply the Commission with ail transportation 
necessary and will assure the transmission of the Commission’s 
telegrams.’ 

It was further decided: 

that the Commission should leave as soon as possible and perform the 
duties entrusted to it without awaiting the instructions as to political 
questions which would be forwarded to the Commission after discussion 
and decision thereupon by the Council at a future date.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

HStel de Crillon, 

Paris, October 28, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 7 
Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff, ist Section, No. 4960 G.H.Q,. October jsj, igig. 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To : President of the Peace Conference. r 

The state of war with Germany will cease upon the entry into force of the 
Treaty of June 28, 1919. 

The occupation troops have been reduced to definite proportions and their 
command is assured in conformity with the decisions of the Peace Conference. 
Under these conditions the command of the armies, which was confided in me 
through the confidence of the Allied and Associated Governments, is no longer 
necessary. 

Consequently, I have the honour to request that you kindly solicit the French, 
American, British and Italian Governments that I be relieved of the duties 
attributed to me during the conferences of Doullens, Beauvais and Abbeville 
under date[s] of March 26, April 3, and May 2, 1918. 

F. Fogh 

P.S, I enclose herewith a note concerning the constitution of an interallied 
organ which appears to me necessary to ensure the execution of the treaty, and 
the solution of the interallied military questions yet pending, 

F. F. 

(Enclosure) 

Note 

The military execution of a Treaty signed by the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments can only be carried out, and satisfactorily terminated, by the constitution 



of an Interallied Militaiy organ operating under a single headj in the interest of 
these Governments. 

This organ should have ; 

supreme command of the Control Commissions, entrusted with ensuring the 
execution of the military clauses of the Peace Treaties with Germany, 
Austria, Bulgaria and Turkey. 

supreme command of the Allied occupation forces established in the Rhine- 
land and in the plebiscite zones. 

the settlement of questions of a military order which might result from any 
unsatisfactorily regulated European situation, in particular concerning the 
military aid to be supplied to the armies struggling for order. 

This*organ should be constituted in the general form of the Executive Committee, 
created at Versailles in February 1918 for the coordination of military operations, 
which would include the assembly of the military representatives of the Superior 
War Council under the Presidency of General [sic] Foch. 

Appendix B to No. 7 
Document i 

Telegram from Sir E. [jtV] Grey to Lord Curzon. 

WASHINGTON. 2 jth October igig. 

Over 30 states have announced their intention of being represented at the 
International Labour Conference, which has been convened by the United States 
Government under the Treaty of Peace and opens on Wednesday next, October 
29th. Their delegates are now arriving at Washington. The Conference, however, 
has. no status until the Treaty of Peace has become operative and delay may 
necessitate an adjournment. This will cause great inconvenience and have an 
unfortunate effect on the labour situation in many countries. Gan you ensure 
that the Supreme Council at Paris, which, it is understood, is now considering the 
date of the formal exchange of ratifications on which the coming into force of the 
Treaty depends will bear in mind the great importance for the Labour Conference 
of bringing it into force at the earliest possible date? I am sending this telegram 
after consultation with Barnes, and Delevingne,* who attach great importance to 
it and it is obvious that a most embarrassing situation must arise for the delegates 
here unless by the exchange of ratifications at Paris the Labour Conference is 
regularised by Wednesday next, October 2gth. 

Document 2 

Telegram from Lord Curzon to Sir E. Crowe 

October 25, igig. 

Please bring the matter immediately to the notice of the Supreme Council and 
urge that everything possible may be done to ensure that the Conference shall 
be able to begin at the earliest possible moment although we fear, in view of 

^ Sir M. Delevingne was an Assistant Under-Secretary of State in the Home Office and 
had been a British representative on the Commission of the Peace Conference on Inter- 
national Labour Legislation. 
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your reports, that it will be impossible to fix the date ol ratification before 
November nth. 


Draft 


Appendix G to No. 7 
Instructions for General Niessel 


I. Decision of the Supre 7 ne Council 

The persistent violation, on the part of the German Government and the 
German Generals operating in the Baltic Provinces, of the prescriptions of 
Article 12 of the Armistice of November ii, 1918 (confirmed by Article 433 of 
the Peace Treaty of June 28, 1919 with Germany) has caused numerous protests 
from the Supreme Council, and a resolution under date of October loth deciding 
upon the constitution of an Inter-Allied Commission to supervise the evacuation 
of the Baltic Provinces by German troops.^ 


2. Composition of the Inter-Allied Commission 
General Niessel is selected to exercise the Presidency of this Commission, which 
shall comprise the following members : 

British Representative : General . . 

American „ Brigadier General S. A. Ghenay 

Italian „ Brigadier General Marietti 

Japanese „ Major G. Takeda, Infantry. 


3. Evacuation Supervision 

The German Government alone is held responsible for the execution of the 
evacuation. 

The Inter-Allied Commission is authorized to exercise, with full liberty oi action, 
wherever it may judge necessary, control of the execution of the evacuation 
measures ordered by the German Government. 

To this end, the Commission: 

{a) shall acquire full knowledge, through the German Government at Berlin, 
of the measures taken by Germany with a view to establishing the condi- 
tions of the evacuation. 

{b) shall receive communication of the instructions, given by the German 
Command of the Baltic regions, concerning the application of these 
measures. 

(r) shall, should it judge necessary after a local examination of the situation, 
address any proposal to the German Government of a nature to facilitate, 
ensure and hasten the execution of the evacuation. 

4. Conditions governing the Evacuation 

The execution of the provisions of Article 12 of the Armistice implies not only 
the retreat of the constituent German unities [«c] now located in the Baltic 
provinces with tlieir staffs and full service, but also the recall of all German 

’ See VoL I, No, 71, minute 4. 

® Thus in original. The British representative w^ General A. J. Turner (see minute 3 
above), . 
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military who, after demobilization, individually or in groups, entered the service 
of the Russian corps organized in the said provinces. 

The supervision shall cover, not only the execution of the evacuation move- 
ments, but as well the verification of the material accompanying the German 
troops, in order to prevent the removal of any material or supplies that does not 
belong to these troops. 

5. Relations with the Local Governments 

The Commission shall establish a liaison with the de facto governments in 
Latvia, Esthonia and Lithuania, which have been recognized as such by the 
Allied Governments, and with whom they entertain unofficial relations. 

The Commission shall see that the authority and prerogatives of these Govern- 
ments are respected by the German or Germano-Russian troops and shall stop all 
interference of these troops in the internal affairs of the said states. 

The Commission shall attempt to develop relations of military solidarity between 
the Esthonian, Lettish and Lithuanian Governments with a view to a union of 
effort, in the struggle which they have undertaken, to liberate their countries of 
German occupation, and in their common defence against the Bolshevists. 

The Commission shall take, in concert with these Governments, all measures 
necessary for the maintenance of order in the evacuated territories, proportionate 
with the retreat of the German troops, and the dissolution of the Germano-Russian 
troops. 


6. Relations with the Governments and the Russian Armies 
operating in the Baltic Provinces 

(a) Russian Government 

The Inter-Allied Commission is not to assert itself, as for or against the Russian 
Government, called Northwest, presided over by Mr. Lianosof,® concerning which 
the Got-ernment of Admiral Koltchak has made no definite decision, and which 
has not yet been recognized by the Allied and Associated Powers, even as a local, 
or de facto^ Government. 

The Commission shall refuse to recognize the doubtful, Pseudo-Russian Govern- 
ment, recently created at Mitau by Count Phalen [Pahlen], with the assistance 
of important German bankers and Russian reactionaries,^" 

(b) Russian armies 

The Inter-Allied Commission will make every effort to bring about the dissolu- 
tion of the Bermont Germano-Russian corps which, with German assistance, is 
attacking the Lettish troops under pretext of contributing to the defeat of the 
Bolshevists. 

The Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Russian army, com- 
manded by General Youdenitch, operating against the Bolshevists with a view to 
delivering Petrograd from their tyrannical anarchy. The Commission shall serve 
as an intermediary between the Russian General and the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

In the event that the Russian Capital be occupied, the President of the Com- 
mission shall be authorized to eventually represent the Allied and Associated 

® C£. Vol. I, No. 38, minute 2. 

For this administration see Vol. Ill in this series. 
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Powers therein, to ensure the protection of their interests, and prevent the execu- 
tion of massacres or reprisals. 

7. Relations with Finland 

The Inter-Allied Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Allied 
Military Missions located in Finland. It will inform the Supreme Council con- 
cerning the negotiations which might be established between the Russian and the 
Balkan [Baltic] provinces, and the Finnish Government, and would eventually com- 
municate the views of the Allied and Associated Powers to them. 

8. Relations with Poland 

The Commission shall keep in constant contact with the Allied Military Missions 
operating with the Polish Government. It will make every effort to ensure an 
understanding between the Lithuanians and the Poles concerning the decisions of 
the Conference, and shall inform the Supreme Council to that effect. 

9. Action of the Allied Many in the Baltic 

The Commission shall establish relations with the Interallied Maritime Com- 
mand in the Baltic, which shall furnish information relative to the naval operations 
undertaken, either to support the liberation of Petrograd, or to block the provision- 
ing of the Bolshevists by sea, in conformity with the decisions of the Conference. 
The Commission will serve as an intermediary between the Supreme Council and 
the Allied Navy. 

10. Powers of the Commission 

In order to accomplish its mission, the Allied Commission shall have at its 
disposal the personnel of the British and French Allied Missions now operating 
in Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania with a view to prevent any isolated initiative 
or divergence of action. ^ 

The Commission may appeal to the personnel of the French Military Mission 
in Poland if need be, and in accord with General Henrys. 

The Commission, in accord with the Baltic Governments at Reval, Riga and 
Kowno, shall be assured of the cooperation of the local authorities if such assistance 
is deemed necessary. 

The General, President of the Commission, shall determine the location of his 
headquarters in the Baltic provinces. He shall have free use of the telegraphic 
and radio-telegraphic lines and stations for his communications. 

1 1 . General Instructions 

The primordial and essential purpose of the Commission is based on the 
necessity of liberating the Baltic States of all German occupation and enterprise 
of every kind, and keeping in mind the fact that Germany alternatively aids the 
Sovietist authorities and the autocratic Russian organizations, as she has repeatedly 
done since the commencement of the Russian revolution. 

The Commission will also make every effort to preserve the Baltic province 
from tyranny and Maximilian (Maximalistest) [w] anarchy. 

The Allied and Associated Governments desire to favour the legitimate aspira- 
tions of the populations of Esthonia, Lithuania and Latvia who wish to definitely 
organize their internal life on stable bases. 

Although the Allied and Associated Governments are opposed to the dismember- 
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ment of Russia, and favourable to a reconstitution of its unity they deem it equitable 
to ensure the interior independence, acquh'ed at the price of gi'eat sacrifice, of the 
Baltic countries, and essential to the free development of their individual per- 
sonality. The declaration made by the Allies to Admiral Koltchak on May 27, 
1919, provided for, on one hand, the autonomy of the Baltic States and the free 
constitution of the Government, and, on the other, the guarantees due to Russia 
concerning her access to the sea and the liberty of her economic exchange. 

It will be within the province of the League of Nations to intervene for the 
definite establishment of relations in the Baltic States and of the future Government 
of Russia, if a direct agreement is not consummated. 


No. 8 

H. D. 78.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d'’ Or say, Paris, on Wednesday, 

October 2g, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S,A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire’. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr, PI. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M, Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, 
M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

, Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

.Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Tasker H. Bliss, Mr. E. L. Dresel, Colonel J. A. Logan, 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire : General Groves, Air Commander Smith, Captain Fuller, 
Lieut. Commander Dunne, Lieut. Colonel Kisch. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, M. Henry Berenger, 
M. Laroche, Commandant Levavasseur, M. de Celle, Gapitaine de 
Corvette Fabre, M. Kammerer, Gapitaine Roper, General Niessel. 
Italy: M.. Stranieri, Lieut. Col. Piccio, Capt. de Corvette Ruspoli. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a report from the Marshal, Gommander-in- 

Gliief of the Allied Armies dated October 23, 1919 (see 
VtoMions by Appendix A), a note in three parts from the British Delegation 
^the Irmi^icf October 23, 24 and 25, 1919 (see Appendix B)^ and a 

Clauses letter from the Minister of Finance to the Marshal, Gom- 

mander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies (see Appendix G) .) 
General Weygand read and commented upon the report dealing with 

* The filed original of this appendix, as printed below, contained a note from the British 
delegation in two parts dated respectively October 23 and 25, 1919. 
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the violations of the clauses of the Armistice, the preparation of which had 
been entrusted to the Armistice Commission at Cologne. 

Captain Fuller read and commented upon the notes from the British 
Delegation dealing with violations of the Naval Clauses of the Armistice. 

m'; de Celle read and commented upon the letter from the Minister of 
Finance to the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies, and 
added thereto the following observations : 

The Germans were to have supplied a complete list of the plunder and 
thefts committed by them; there were numerous omissions in the lists 
supplied. It had been indicated clearly to the Germans that in matters of 
specie and personal property omission might occur only in exceptional 
cases and that they should be made known wdthin twenty-four hours of their 
discovery. The despatch of a new truckload of property had just been made 
known to them. ,They had to acknowledge that the German delegates in 
Paris were actually doing their best to give satisfaction. 

Similarly, the documents which Clause 1 3 of the Protocol of Spa, dated 
December ist, 1918, had in mind, concerning notes issued by towns during 
the German occupation (hst of printed notes, lists of notes whose issue had 
been authorized, list of notes actually issued, list of water-marked paper 
stocks, etc.,) had not so far been supplied, notwithstanding the formal promise 
made by Germany to send them before December loth, 1918. Those lists 
were of extreme importance in order to discover and suppress possible forgery. 

Lastly, as for the recovery of objets d’art, if those that belonged to public 
museums had been restored this was not the case with objets d’art or-furniture 
taken from private houses. The Germans professed that there had been no 
official storage of these objects: they knew, however, that the experts who 
had superintended their collection had worked publicly and that furniture 
and pictures had been carefully packed for transport. It was impossible to 
admit, as the Germans pretended, that the vanished furniture had been 
used merely for furnishing posts of command or dugouts. 

M. Clemenceau asked whether a member of the Council wished to make 
any remark. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished for the moment to leave aside the two most 
serious violations of the Armistice, namely, the question of the Baltic Pro- 
vinces and the Scapa Flow incident, to which he intended to return. As for 
the other violations it was important to adhere to this : that obligations incur- 
red by the terms of the Armistice be retained when the Treaty came into 
force. Guarantees to this effect were necessary. If their legal advisers w'ere 
of the opinion that the stipulations of the Armistice would no longer subsist 
with the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, it was absolutely necessary 
to oblige the Germans to sign a special Protocol assuring to the Iknvers every 
possible guarantee corresponding to the guarantees of the Armistice. 

Mr. Polk agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the legal advisers should be 
consulted. 

M.. SciALOjA found the difficulty to arise out of the fact that the conven- 
tions of the Armistice, while constituting a veritable treaty, had been imposed 
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in military form. He thought there were grounds for preparing a Protocol 
enumerating all the obligations still to be fulfilled, but what sanctions would 
the Council still wield since the coming into force of the Treaty would 
deprive it of the sanctions which the Armistice afforded? It was necessary 
that the Protocol itself incorporate sanctions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that for the very reason adduced by M, 
Scialoja he had drawn the distinction between the more important and the 
less important violations of the Armistice: was not such sanction necessary 
for the less important violations? 

M. Glemenceau thought that they did not wish to commit themselves to 
a perfectly futile manifestation; a definite date had to be fixed. As a matter 
of form it would be well to say that unless the obligations undertaken were 
fulfilled they would have to demand sanctions which, as it seemed to him, 
ought to be of a military nature for in reality there were no others. There- 
fore, in the Protocol a list of all the so-called secondary violations of the 
Armistice had to be prepared. He thought it hardly possible to say to the 
Germans that they would not have the Treaty come into force until after 
the execution of those clauses : it would be sufficient to say that if the clauses 
were not fulfilled, sanctions of military nature would be imposed. The 
questions of Scapa Flow and of the Baltic Provinces remained. In the 
former matter they had done nothing; on the latter they had decided upon 
a course of action the preceding day.^ Would it not be necessary to know 
what sanctions they would employ if the mission of General Niessel arrived 
at no suQcess? 

Mr. Polk asked whether it was intended to tell the Germans what sanc- 
tions would ultimately be applied. 

M. Glemenceau said there certainly was no such intention. It would be 
sufficient to say that there would be some sanction : but of course the Ger- 
mans would have to sign the Protocol before the Treaty would come into 
force. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the Protocol should be submitted first to the 
Council, which would then have to discuss the question of sanctions. 

M. Glemenceau agreed. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether the Council had communicated to the Dutch 
Government the note sent to Germany relative to the delivery of ships she 
had sold to Holland.^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Dutch Government had been informed of 
such a note having been sent and told that if it claimed property rights in 
the ships in question, it would have to justify its claims before the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reverted to the violation of the Armistice committed in 
the Scapa Flow incident. The Council had been apprised some time ago of 
a British proposal on the subject. The sinking of the ships could be con- 
sidered either the individual act of the officers and crews, or an act for which 
the German Government was responsible. The British Delegation believed 

2 See No. 7, minute 3. 

3 See Voi. I, No. 74, minute I and appendix A. 
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that there were grounds for holding the government responsible. In the 
latter case reparation was due for the value of the sunken ships, cost of 
salvage of the ships, cost of surveying the anchorage, buoying the wrecks 
and any subsequent expenses incurred, e.g., in clearing the anchorage of 
wrecks, etc. It was proposed further that reparation should be in kind, for 
example in the surrender of the five light cruisers that Germany still pos- 
sessed and of floating docks, cranes, harbour craft, etc. ; that the Germans 
should be asked further to supply to the Armistice Commission a complete 
list of this material, delivery of which the Armistice Commission would be 
authorized to accept. 

M. Glemengeau said that they were agreed in considering the .German 
Government responsible. 

Mr. Polk stated that he did not yet have the report of his naval experts 
on the question and asked that it be adjourned. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that if they held the German Government 
responsible, they could, as the British Delegation believed, repatriate the 
German officers and seamen of the crews which had been taken prisoner on 
the destruction of the fleet. 

M. Glemengeau proposed to discuss that question on the following day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to remark further that in the matter of the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces the terms of the Armistice were repeated in 
the body of the Treaty. In that respect, therefore, they did have guarantees. 

It was decided : 

(1) to ask the Drafting Committee to prepare a Protocol to be signed by 

the representative of the German Government before the Treaty 
came into force and to contain, along with the list of the unfulfilled 
clauses of the Armistice, an undertaking by Germany to fulfil those 
clauses Mthin a prescribed time under penalty of such measures 
which the Allied and Associated Powers would reserve to themselves 
in the event of non-compliance ; 

(2) that the question whether the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 

and the Scapa Flow incident were to he expHcitly mentioned in this 
Protocol be provisionally reserved. (See Appendices A, B and C.) 

2. General Niessel wished to point out to the Council that it would be 
difficult for his Mission to leave the Monday or Wednesday 
Provinces MilitZ ^o^^owing;^ his Italian colleague had not yet arrived and 
Commission General Turner’s officers would not be in Paris before the end 
of the week. Lastly there would be difficulties from the point 
of view of railroad transportation. 

M. Glemengeau said that General Niessel would leave on Wednesday at 
the latest. 

M. Clemenceau thought that they might agree provisionally that the 
expenses of the Mission would be divided between the Allies. 

^ November 3 or 5, 1919. 
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M. Berthelot explained that for the moment it was only a question of 
the immediate expenses of maintenance and voyage. 

Mr. Polk said that it would be best that each Power supply the expenses 
of its own representatives. 

It was decided; 

that, subject to later examination of the question by the Supreme 
Council, each Power should pay the expenses of its representatives on the 
Inter-Allied Baltic Provinces Mlitary Commission. 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the New States Commission 
• asking the Supreme Council for instructions (see Appen- 

Request for instructions D).^) 

fiom the New States Kammerer read and commented upon the first 

Commission relative to ^ ^ 

the Bulgarian Counter- note. 

propositions M. SciALOjA thought it preferable to insert in the 

Bulgarian Treaty a clause by which Serbia and Roumania 
would incur the same obligations as those of article 46 of the Treaty with 
Greece . 

M. Kammerer suggested that if, in the Treaty with Bulgaria, the same 
terms were inserted which had prevented Serbia from signing the Treaty 
with Austria, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State would not sign the Bulgarian 
Treaty; the result would correspond to the second procedure suggested by 
the Commission. 

Mr. Polk wondered whether, if they made it possible to sign the Bul- 
garian Treaty without inserting therein the same terms as in the Austrian 
Treaty,^ they might not leave it optional to certain powers to sign one Treaty 
and not the other. It was most important, he thought, to tell the Roumanians 
and the Serbs that if they did not sign the Austrian Treaty neither would 
they sign the Bulgarian Treaty. 

s Not printed. This note is printed with verbal variation by D. H. Miller in My Diary 
at the Conference of Paris (New York, 1924 f.), vol. xiii, pp. 494-6. The first part of the note 
was mainly concerned with the observation of tlie Bulgarian delegation that in the draft 
treaty with Bulgaria ‘while there is an article (46) stipulating with regard to Greece the 
acceptance of the principle of the protection of minorities, no analogous clause was inserted 
with regard to Serbia and Roumania’. The Commission on New States considered that 
this observation ‘is founded. There are two methods of complying with this request; 
(a) To insert in the text of the Treaty with Bulgaria a provision obligating Roumania and 
the Serb-Groat-Slovene State; a provision analogous with that taken concerning Greece 
in Article 46. {b) To insert no new Article in the Treaty with Bulgaria, but to inform the 
Roumanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegations that they will not be permitted to sign 
the Treaty with Bulgaria before having signed the Treaty with Austria and the Treaty on 
Minorities. 

‘Although the case of Roumania is different from that of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State, 
as, by the Treaty with Bulgaria, Roumania does not acquire any territory, yet, considering 
the existence of an important Bulgarian minority in the Dobrudja, it has occurred to the 
Commission that an analogous solution could be applied in both cases. 

‘The Commission thinks that the Supreme Council should decide which of these two 
methods should be adopted.’ 
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M. Kammerer agreed that the insertion of a new article might be possible ; 
he thought, however, that it would be disagreeable to the States concerned 
for the Council to tell them that they could not sign the Bulgarian Treaty 
Ijcfore signing the Austrian Treaty. 

Mr. Polk did not see that they had to modify a treaty so as to satisfy a 
]D(..)wer that refused to sign. 

M. PiGHON considered the second method preferable; they would inform 
the Roumanians and Serbs that they could not sign the Bulgarian Treaty 
unless they signed the Austrian Treaty. The Council would thus be in 
possession of a further means of bringing pressure to bear upon them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that there should be on the agenda of an 
early sitting of the Council, the question of the signature of the Austrian 
Treaty by the Roumanians and Serbs. 

M. PiGHON said Mr. Trumbic had arrived^ and that General Goanda’ had 
left Bucharest the previous day. According to a telegram he had received 
that morning, he thought the signature probable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe’s information did not give him the same impression. 

Mr. Polk was in a similar situation. He had the feeling that the Rou- 
manians wished simply to gain time. 

M. Kammerer read and commented upon the second part of the report 
of the New States Commission.® 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what right Bulgaria had to set up as champion of 
the Tuiidsh cause. 

M. Kammerer explained that it was not Turks properly speaking, but 
Turkish subjects who had taken refuge in Bulgarian territory. The Italian 
Delegation was afraid that Serbia was preventing their exercising that right 
of option which the 1913 treaty gave them, but which the outbreak of war 
had made impossible. There was no doubt that the insertion of special 
clauses in the Treaty would be unpleasant enough for Serbia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that it was always dangerous to modify a 
treaty once it had been signed, and that the Allied and Associated Powers 
had already signed the Minorities Treaty. 

M. Kammerer explained that it was the Italian Delegation that insisted 
upon that solution. 

* Gf. No. 4, minute 8. 

’ Former Roumanian Prime Minister. General Goanda was proceeding to Paris as 
a special Roumanian plenipotentiary. 

® The second part of the report dealt with an observation by the Bulgarian delegation 
which called 'attention to the situation of persons formerly residing in Macedonia, Dobrudja 
or Thrace and who, before, during, or since the war, have taken refuge in Bulgaria, and 
requests that these persons be given the right to opt for the nationality of the State in 
is now located the territory where they were formerly domiciled. . . . The Clornmissiou 
recognizes that the observations of the Bulgarian Delegation are, in part, jus tiiicd concerning 
the Ottoman subjects who were unable to exercise the right of option provided for Ijy the 
Treaty of 1913, and took refuge in Bulgaria before or since the war. It is true iliat araong 
these refugees there is, according to indications which have been received, an important 
proportion of Bulgarian agitators whose return to Macedonia, Thrace or Dobrudja might 
present serious dangers with regard to the pacification of these territories.* 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked if there were any evidence to show the Turks 
intended returning into Serbian territory. 

Mr. Polk explained that it was a question of Macedonian refugees. 

M. PiCHON asked whether, instead of changing the text of the Treaty, a 
procedure which as Sir Eyre Crowe had pointed out, presented serious 
disadvantages, they could not demand of Serbia written declarations on the 
point. 

M. Kammerer was of the opinion that Serbia would jDrefer that solution, 

M. SciALOjA pointed out that in the Bulgarian Treaty a clause could be 
inserted analogous to that in which Greece was placed by Article IV of the 
proposed Greek Treaty. 

M. Kammerer said that the Commission had judged that this involved 
difficulties and that there was no point in concealing the fact that the inser- 
tion of a clause of such nature in the Bulgarian Treaty would be extremely 
disagreeable to the Serbs. 

M. SciALOjA maintained that Serbia would have to restore to its refugees 
the right of option which the outbreak of war had prevented them from 
exercising in the prescribed time. 

M. PiCHON believed that Serbia should make the declaration in a letter. 


(It was decided: 

(1) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should make known 

to the Roumanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegations that these 
latter countries would not be allowed to sign the Treaty mth 
Bulgaria before having signed the Treaty with Austria and the 
Minorities Treaty; 

(2) that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government be asked to make known by 

written declaration that it would authorize its Ottoman subjects 
who, owing to the war, had not been able to avail themselves in the 
prescribed time of the right of option envisaged by the Treaty of 
1913, to take advantage of that right. (See Appendix D^).) 


4. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 

Request fir lustrmtwus October 27th (see Appendix E).) 

from the Chairman oj the (After a short discussion it was decided : 

Inter-Allied Aeronautical refer to the military representatives at Versailles, 

Commission of Control in examination and report, the request for instruc- 

tions addressed to the Supreme Council by the Chair- 
man of the Inter- Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control in Germany. 
(See Appendix E).) , 


5, (The Council had before it a draft note to the German Government, 
Nate to the German prepared by the Polish Commission (see Appendix F).) 
Government on the Muni- (It was decided: 

cipal Elections in Upper to approve the draft note to the German Government 
on the question of municipal elections in Upper 
Silesia as prepared by the Polish Commission. (See Appendix F).) 
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[Not printed]- 


Salaries and Allowances 
for the Administrator of 
Dantzig arid his staff 
and for the Administra- 
tive Staff of Memel 

7. (The Council had before it a report of the Commission entrusted with 
examining the question of the repatriation of German 
Repatriation of Allied Austrian prisoners from Siberia (see Appendix H) d“) 

Contingents and Enemy Gapitaine de Gorvette Fabre read and commented 

Prisoners from Siberia , ^ 

Upon the report of the Commission. 

Mr. Polk thought that the order of repatriation could be modified by 
financial considerations. As regarded the Czechs, an agreement had been 
arrived at, which placed the immediate expenses of repatriation on Great 
Britain, the United States and France. No account had been taken so far of 
the Poles, the Roumanians and the Serbs. Perhaps the United States would 
be led to assume responsibility for this repatriation. In any case, he was 

9 On the proposal of the British delegation (appendix G in original) the Suprenae 
Council decided (i) that these salaries and allowances should be a charge upon local 
revenues; (ii) that the rate of these salaries and allowances should be fixed by the Sub- 
committee on the Execution of the Treaty with Germany. 

10 Not printed. In this report the committee constituted in accordance with the decision 
of the Supreme Council of September 27, 1919 (see Vol. I, No. 66, minute 7), stated that 
it had learnt from ‘a telegram from Gen. Janin on October i ith that the personnel to be 
repatriated from Siberia amounts to a minimum of 250,000 men and comprises the- following 
different categories : 

‘(A) Contingents of volunteer friends, called allogene contingents, recruited from among 
the Czecho-Slovak, Polish, Roumanian, Serbian, and Yugoslav prisoners, and who, under 
the orders of General Janin, fought against the Germano-Bolshevists in Siberia, or partici- 
pated in the maintenance of order: about 75,000 men, to whom will have to be added 
several thousand persons constituting the families of these soldiers,’ (Later in the report it 
was stated that ‘according to information which the Commission has been able to obtain, 
instructions have been sent to General Janin to concentrate and maintain volunteer contin- 
gents of sufficient .strength in the Kharbin and Vladivostock region to justify the commence- 
ment and continuance of [? repatriation] operations from the present time. It would be 
advisable to have the question of sea transportation regulated as soon as possible,’) 

‘(B) Prisoners of war who belonged to the German or Austro-PIungarian armies, but 
who, by their place of origin, now belong to Allied Governments, Poland, Roumania and 
Serbia. These men are to be distinguished from the preceding in that they did not agree to 
accept service in the above cited contingents; they are dispersed throughout various prison 
camps, and their number is yet to be determined,’ (It was here noted that ‘tins category 
does not include any Gzecho-Slovaks, all having been mobilized’.) 

‘(G) Deported civilians belonging to the same Allied nationalities. 

‘(D) German, Austrian, and Magyar prisoners (belonging to Germany, Austria and 
Hungary, according to their new boundaries). 

‘(E) Deported civilians belonging to the same enemy nationalities under the same con- 
ditions.’ . 

Ihe report then drew attention to the consequent complications in determining pro- 
cedure for repatriation and asked that the membership of the committee might be expanded 
in accordance with the wider issues involved, as explained by Gapitaine de Corvette Fabre 
to the Supreme Council and approved by its decision. 
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obliged to remark that the financial rulings of the United States Treasury 
Department forbade his government from participating in expenses of a 
provisional nature that might be subject to a later readjustment among the 
Powers; the United States could only make direct advances to the small 
nations concerned. 

M, PiGHON held that the thing to do at the moment v/as for each Power 
to appoint a financial expert and a political representative to be attached to 
the Commission actually existing. 

Capitaine de Corvette Fabre remarked that the Commission was quali- 
fied to deal only with prisoners. It was therefore asking the Council to decide 
whether it would be competent to deal likewise with the volunteers of friendly 
nationalities who ought to be repatriated. 

M. Kammerer insisted on the necessity of the Commission being em- 
powered to deal with volunteers as well as prisoners. The two questions were 
bound together from the point of view both of transport and of finance. 

Sir Eyre Crowe did not think his government inclined to participate in 
the expenses of repatriating 250,000 German and Austro-Hungarian 
prisoners ; they had the repatriation of their Allies to consider. 

M. Berthelot held that distinction must be made between repatriation 
of their Allies and of prisoners belonging to one of the enemy powers : from 
the humane point of view these were alike; politically, there were raised 
questions of quite difierent kinds. The Council had already decided that 
the repatriation of enemy prisoners should wait until after that of Allied 
vohmteers. They were informed that the Germans had already been trying 
to conclude private contracts with Japanese ship owners. If they were to let 
Japanese shipping companies repatriate enemies who were ready to pay a 
very high price, the effect would be disastrous, and it was important that 
M. Matsiii should draw the attention of his government to the question. 

M. Matsui stated that his government had informed him that the state- 
ment that ships had been chartered on behalf of Germany was incorrect. 
The Japanese Government had no ships at its disposal; and private ship 
owners had concluded agreements to charter ships for the purpose of re- 
patriating Czechs. Once the Treaty came into force it would be for each 
government to get into direct touch with the ship owners. He had already 
acquainted Tokio with that decision of the Supreme Council, which had in 
mind giving priority to the repatriation of the Allies. 

M. Kammerer held that they could and, indeed, ought to leave to the 
Germans the care of arranging the repatriation of their prisoners. It was for 
the Commission only to make sure that that repatriation should not precede 
the repatriation of volunteers of friendly nationalities. 

Capitaine de Corvette Fabre pointed out that it was exactly for that 
reason that the Commission had asked enlargement of its powers. It had 
been formed originally to organize the repatriation of German and Austrian 
prisoners of war, but had found itself confronted by a resolution of the 
Supreme Council which specified that the repatriation of those prisoners 
should not take place until after the repatriation of volunteers of friendly 
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nationalities. So long as the repatriation of those volunteers had not been 
begun, the Commission could not work to any purpose. 

Mr. Polk thought that the Commission could confine itself to examining 
the repatriation of prisoners without taking any executive steps. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why the Commission should have to concern 
itself with German and Austrian prisoners of war at all. Article 215 of the 
German Treaty envisaged the setting up of a special commission, for the 
repatriation of prisoners. This question was its peculiar concern, and he 
understood that it was forming a Sub-Commission to take care of this par- 
ticular case. 

Capitaine de Corvette Fabre stated that the Commission referred to in 
article 215 had to deal exclusively with enemy prisonens taken by the- Allied 
and Associated Powers; the repatriation of prisoners from Siberia taken 
by the Russians did not concern it. Indeed practically all the prisoners in 
Siberia had been taken by the Russians, and it would be impossible to 
repatriate them without authorization of the Government of Omsk wdiich 
might wish to retain them as hostages. 

M. PiCHON acknowledged that they had no legal obligation towards 
enemy prisoners who had been retained in Siberia. 

It was decided ; 

( 1 ) that the Commission entrusted by the Supreme Council, ^irith studying 

the repatriation of German and Austrian prisoners from Siberia 
should examine at the same time the question of repatriating the 
volunteers of friendly nationalities ; 

(2) that, in view of the consequent extension of their powers and'because 

of the complexity of the problems raised by the question of repatria- 
tion, each of the AUied and Associated Powers should nominate to 
the Commission representatives for political and financial questions. 
(See Appendix H.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, October 2g, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 8 
Document i 

Translation. 

Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies G.Ii.Q., October 25, igtg. 

General Staff, ist Section. 5080 ' 

From Marshal Foch 

To President of the Council, President of the Peace Conference. (Secretariat 
General) 

In compliance -with the prescriptions of a resolution of the Supreme CJouiicii, 
■io6\ ■ ■ 


undei' date of October 20th, I have the honour to enclose herewith the list of the 
Armistice clauses which have not yet been executed by Germany. 

Weygand 

Major-General. 


Document 2 

Armistice Convention of November 11. 

Delivery of Railroad Material. Clause VII 

This clause imposed on Germany the delivery of 5,000 locomotives and 
150,006 cars. 

At the present time thei'e are still 42 locomotives and 4,460 cars to be received. 

But it cannot be said that at the present time the Germans have not executed or 
are not executing the obligations imposed on them by that clause, as certain 
obligations necessitate delays concerning which the Germans advance explana- 
tions or excuses, and, furthermore, certain delays are caused by the very nature 
of the operations and differences of interpretation arising from the narrowness with 
which the Germans wish to apply the Protocol. 

Provisions Relative to the Eastern Frontiers of Germany {Clauses XII and XIV) 

Clause Xll. 

Clause XII stipulates that the German troops in territories which before the 
wai" formed part of Russia must withdraw to Germany at such time as the Allies 
judged proper, consistent with the interior situation of these territories. 

On June i8th the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers ordez'ed 
the German Government to evacuate Libau and Windau and to expedite the 
evacuation of all territories which, before the war, formed a part of the former 
Russian Empire. 

In view of the procrastinations of Germany, the Supreme Council successively 
renewed these injunctions on August ist, August 24th, September 27th, and 
October loth.^^ 

In fact, the German Government continues to contend that it is powerless to 
enforce its orders on the troops in the Baltic. The orders for withdrawal supposed 
to have been given by the Government were not executed. On the other hand, 
the local German Command favoured the transfer of a large part of its effectives 
into the Germano-Russian corps constituted under its protection. Reinforcements 
in men and material assistance continued to arrive from Germany. 

Clause XIV. 

Furthermore, and in violation of Clause XIV, the German troops have con- 
tinued to exercise abusive requisitions in the Baltic countries; to paralyze the 
economic life and the organization efforts of these countries^ disarming their 
contingents, mixing in their internal affairs and even having recourse to abuse of 
authority {coup d’etat) by enforcing a government in Latvia, instrument to its 
cause (April 1919). 

See No. 3, minute 8. 

Note in original; ‘Initial convention of November ii, 1919 [1918], renewal of con- 
ventions and protocols.’ 13 See Vol. I in tliis series. 



Financial Clauses, Clause XIX 

Clause XIX provides, in particular, for immediate delivery of all docu- 

ments, specie, values (of property and finance with all issuing apparatus) concern- 
ing public or private interests in the invaded countries’. 

It has been impossible to obtain complete statements of the specie and securities 
(bank values, property confiscated belonging to persons repatriated, removal of 
specie qualified as fines, bail funds, etc, . . removed, collected or confiscated by 
the Germans, whether in the invaded territories or in the prison camps. These 
lists are indispensable to the Restitution Service. 

The Beaux Arts Protocol of December jy, igi8. 

The Beaux Arts Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the Armistice 
Convention, enjoins Germany to restore all objects of art and documents ol an 
artistic character removed from France and Belgium. 

The restoration of the objects of art abandoned by the Germans in France, in 
Belgium, or in the territories of the left bank of the Rhine, at the time of tlieir 
retreat, was effected without difficulty. 

The restoration of the objects of art which had been transported into non- 
occupied Germany, on the contrary, is being operated with slowness on account 
of the difficulties of such operation, and also from lack of complacency on the part 
of the Germans, who surrender such objects reluctantly. 

It cannot be said, however, that they are not executing this clause: its execution 
is being operated. 

Convention of January 16, igig. 

(and Renewal of the Armistice) 

Clause III. Delivery by Germany of Agricultural Inipleinents to France and Belgium. 

This clause imposed on Germany the delivery of agricultural implements in lieu 
of the supplementary railroad material imposed by virtue of the first Armistice 
renewal as a penalty for delay in delivery. 

The deficit of the material which Germany was to have delivered to France by 
October i, 1919, is actually as follows: 

40 ‘Heucke’ ploughing outfits. 

The personnel necessary to operate the apparatuses. 

All the tools which the German Government agreed to furnish before October 
1st, by virtue of addilif 3 of the Protocol 392/T, of July 25, 1919: ijfioo Spades, 
1,130 Ploughs T.M, 23/26, 1,765 Ploughs T.F. 18/21, 1,512 Ploughs T.F. 23/26, 
1,629 Belgian Ploughs T.F. o m. 20, 1,205 Belgian Ploughs T.F. o m. 26, 4,282 
Harrows of 2 k. 500, 2,157 Cultivators- 1 1 teeth, 946 Steel Rollers, 966 Fertilizer 
Spreaders 2 ni. 50, 1,608 Fertilizer Spreadei's 3 m. 50. 

Clause VI. Restoration of the Industrial Material removed from Belgian and French 
Territory. 

It cannot be said that the Germans have not executed this clause,* but the re- 
storation of the industrial material is being carried out very slowly, due partially 
to the difficulties introduced by this operation and partially to the numerous 
discussions to which an interpretation of the text (the French svord is ‘taxes’) of 
this clause gave rise and still gives rise between the Allied Commissions on one 
hand and Germany on the other. 

Punctuation as in original. 
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Brussels Conferences of March and 14. 

Annex Vjc. List of Objects which Germany was forbidden to export. 

The ‘black list’ of objects which Germany was forbidden to export during the 
Armistice period was drawn up in the course of the Conferences held in Brussels 
on March 13 and 14., 1919. 

This black list was headed as follows : 

‘ War material of every nature, including the naval fleef. 

In violation of this provision, the Germans have exported aerial apparatus 
(whole airplanes, or detached parts) to neutral countries (Sweden, Holland and 
Denmark) . 

On *fou r occasions!^ the Supreme Council reminded the Gei'man Government 
‘that it was forbidden to export aeronautical material . . that all such material 
should be stored . . d"* that the German Government would have to reimburse the 
Allies the value of all aeronautical material sold or exported since the Armistice.’ 

The German Government has not complied with these decisions. It simply 
replied concerning them by the two notes hereto annexed in which reservations 
are cited concerning the interpretation of the ruling made by the Supreme Council 
and requests that the questions relative to aei'onautic material be submitted to the 
Aerial Supervision Commissions which are to operate in Germany upon the entry 
into force of the Peace Treaty. 

At the same time, the Government continued to authorize the exportation or at 
least the utilization of its aeronautical material. For example: on October yth, 
that is to say, subsequent to the notification of the resolution of the Supreme 
Gcnmcil forbidding the utilization of German aeronautical material and ordering 
that it 'be stored, the German dirigible Bodensee commenced a regular dirigible 
sei'vice between Berlin and Stockholm, and on the same day German planes took 
part in the offensive against Riga. 


Document 3 


Wako No. 641 


Telegram 


DtissELDORF, September 8, igig. 


From: German Armistice Commission 

To : Interallied Permanent Armistice Commission. 

Representative of the German Government’s Note No. 8401 dated Sept. 8, 1919. 


I have the honour to reply as follows to your notes No. 1494/G, 1525/G^’' and 
1622^® of August 2 [?8] and August 27th;^3 
‘The German Government has, relative to the matters referred to in the notes 
indicated, instituted the necessary investigations. The Government, however, 
remarks that, in principle, it cannot agree on all points with the interpretation of 


Note in original: ‘Telegrams to the Permanent Armistice Commission on August 7 
August 265 September 30 and October i8th.’ (See VoL I in this series.) 

Documents 3 and 4 in this appendix. 

Note in original: ‘Addressed to Marshal Foch as a report.’ 

Note in original: ‘Transmission of Telegrams Nos. 3765 of August 7th and 41 ix of 
August 27th.’ 
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law as expressed in the notes indicated, and that an opportunity to engage in verbal 
pourparlers concerning the execution of Part V of the Peace Treaty will be pre- 
sented in the near future with the Commissions of the Allied and Associated Powers 
which are daily expected in Berlin. The German Government deems it its duty 
to propose, for this reason, that the final settlement of the questions in suspense be 
reserved until after negotiations with these Commissions.’ 

Wachendorf. 

I. P. A, G. 

gjgjiQ Transmitted to Marshal Foch 

No. 2,294 

General Nudant 
President of the I.P.A.G.. 

Assistant Chief of Staff of the I.P.A.G. 


Document 4 

Mote from the Representative of the German Government AA.L 6061 roem, 
October 12, igig. 


Urgent Telegram 


DussELDORF, Wako Mo. sSgg. 12. 10 


Replying to your note of October ist, No. 1764/0(1) 1 have the honour to com- 

municate the following: 

1st. The point of view exposed, by the Supreme Council of the Allies in the note 
above indicated, is expressed as a ‘final decision’. The German Government must 
protest against a like declaration expressed in this sense. It must be determined 
concerning the matters in question : whether, at this time, they ai’e actual obliga- 
tions imposed on Germany by the Peace Treaty. It cannot be admitted, that on 
account of this, the Allied and Associated Powers have the exclusive right to adopt 
a final decision. 

2nd. As long as the Peace Treaty shall not have been ratified by the Mlied and 
Associated Powers, and for this reason, cannot be considered as in force, the formal 
obligations imposed on Germany by the Treaty cannot be exacted. 

For this very reason, the point of view expressed by Marshal Foch in liis note 
No. 41 1 1 dated August 27, 1919, according to which all German war material in 
excess of that accorded to Germany by this Treaty, is already the properly ol the 
Allies, cannot be admitted; even after the entry into force of the Pc.ice 'frealy, 
a similar demand on the part of the Allied and Associated Povaa’s, concerning tlu^. 
delivery of war material which would be in excess, would become useless, if 
according to Article 169 oi the Peace Treaty it is provided that such material be 
delivered to the Allied and Associated Powers to be destroyed or rendered useless, 
this article would therefore mean that the employment of such material for military 
ends should be excluded without reservation. A like delivery of material to tlie 
Allied and Associated Governments is in no sense necessary to them for such 
service, and is in no wise justified by the text of the Convention. 

3rd. Furthermore, the point of view of the Allied and Associated Goverimients. 
according to which all aviation material in Germany must be considered as 
military material ^ without exception, without even taking into consideratioi^ 

apparatus of certain type, could not be admitted. 

no 



Among the aviation matei’ial now in Germany there exist machines whose 
character leaves no doubt as to their civil construction, and which from this fact, 
are not included under the conventions of Article 198. That there exists, beyond 
doubt, such civil material has been already recognized by the verification of 
contracts concerning the civil aerial circulation which emanate from a civil firm 
in Germany. It is completely inconsistent to consider such aviation material as 
military material at this time. On the contrary, Germany may legally dispose, 
without hindrance, of such mateiial, in so far as such material shall not be con- 
sidered, after the entry into force of the Treaty, as material of aerial circulation 
by the rulings of the Supei'vision Commission, 

4th. The German Government, under every reservation and in consideration of 
its point of view herein exposed, and guided by this base is ready to commence at 
this time, and in so far as possible, the execution of the military provisions of the 
Treaty which it has ratified. It was upon this same basis that the German Govern- 
ment proposes, in its note A.A.I. 5401, under date of September 8, to definitely 
settle, the questions herein referred to, by means of pourparlers with the Commission 
now sitting in Berlin. Up to the present time no discussions have taken place, 
but it seems desirable to reach a solution in this way. 


Appendix B to No. 8 
Document i 

Memo[randum] submitted to the Supreme Council by the British Delegation. 

2grd October igig. 

AmisTicE Conditions Outstanding 
German Mercantile Marine 

The following Armistice requirements in connection with the surrender of the 
German Mercantile Marine have not yet been compiled [complied] with by the 
German Government: — 

1. 14 Tank Steamers, total tonnage 63,143, at Hambui'g which had been tem- 
porarily exempted from the surrender which was agreed to in the Armistice terms, 
were directed, by the decision of the Supreme Council of 27 th September, to 
proceed to the Firth of Forth for delivery to the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments’ representatives.^^ These vessels have been detained in Hamburg on the 
pretence of a sympathetic strike in that port and have not yet sailed. 

2. 5 steamers, total tonnage 62,456 lying at Bremerhaven, Geestemunde and 
Bremen have not been handed over to the Allied and Associated Powers, the 
German Government alleging that these 5 vessels were sold to Dutch Shipping 
Companies in 1915--16. On 15th October, 1919, the Supreme Council ordered 
these vessels to be delivered,^ as the Allied and Associated Governments have 
consistently refused to recognize the validity of any transfers of enemy shipping to 
neutral flags during hostilities. The German Government has disregarded the 
orders of the Supreme Council for the despatch of these 5 vessels to the Firth of 
Forth. 

3. A certain number of merchant vessels which should have been delivered 

See Vol. I, No. 66, minute i. 
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under the Terms of the Armistice to the Allied and Associated Powers have not 
yet been handed over. These vessels are dealt with in detail as follows ; — 

(fl) Tile German Government has alleged that the following ships have not 
lieen handed over owing to the difficulty of obtaining labour and materials 
for repairs or completion of construction: — Rugen, Kaiser, Kehnvider, 
Columbus, Tirpitz, Berlin, Wigbert, Pungo (ex Moewe), J. L. Lassen, Ricbner 
Rickmers, Ibbercury, Ittajahy, Hermonthes, Bosnia, Esiland. 

(b) A large number of sailing vessels in German Waters and also in Neutral 

Ports, mainly South American, are still undelivered. 

(c) A certain number of German steamers in Dutch East Indies and other 

Neutral Ports still remain to be delivered to the Allied and Associated 
Goveniments’ representatives in spite of repeated demands for their 
surrender. 

4. The Roumanian Tank Steamer Arthur von Gwinner was ordered to be sent 
to the Firth of Forth but has not yet been despatched. 

5. S.S. Verus lying at Dordrecht, which is one of the vessels to be surrendered 
under the Armistice, has not yet been delivered to the Belgians although repeated 
demands have been made to the German authorities by the Sub-Commission of the 
A.N.A.G. 

Document 2 

Memorandum submitted to the Supreme Council by the British Delegation. 

N. 19814. 25. 10. ig. 

Naval Questions affected by the Ratification of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany 
Submarine engines to be surrendered as reparation for submarine U.C. 48. 

The German submarine U.C. 48 was interned in Spain at the date of the 
armistice; under the terms of the armistice she was surrendered to the allies. She 
escaped from custody at Ferrol and, on being chased by a Spanish torpedo boat, 
she was sunk by her crew. Admiral Goette has acknowledged that the sinking of 
the boat was the act of her commanding officer. A.N.A.G. has demanded as 
reparation the complete engines and motors of the submarines U. 137, U. 138 and 
U. 158, but in spite of repeated demands they have not been delivered. 

In addition to the above there are three motors ex submarine U. 146 whicli 
remain to be delivered. 

Reparation for the Scapa Flow Sinkings. 

In the opinion of the Admiralty tlie sinking of the German warships interned 
at Scapa Flow constituted a direct violation of the terms of the armistice, and it 
should be regarded in every way as a term of the armistice which Germany has 
failed to fulfil. Reparation as penalty for the breach of the armistice should be 
obtained. 

Appendix G TO No. 8 

From: Mr. Kiotz. 

To: Marshal Foch. 

By despatch No. 5034 of the 20th inst., you asked me to indicate those of the 
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financial clauses, imposed on Germany [?by] the Armistice Convention or the 
Protocols annexed, which have not yet been entirely executed. 

I have the honour to inform you that the execution of the Armistice Convention, 
from a financial point of view, raises the following two questions ; 

1. The German Government refuses at the present time to continue making 
payments, in Reichsbank bank bills, towards the upkeep expenses of the Armies 
of Occupation, an obligation imposed by virtue of clause IX of the Armistice 
Convention of November iith, 1918. The German Government bases its refusal 
on the fact that the marks previously remitted were used, not to apply towards 
occupation expenses, but for the expenses of various civil administrations. Now, 
the upkeep expenses of the Armies of Occupation, except in cases of local purchases 
or requisitions, which constitute the smallest share, are payable, not in marks, but 
in francs, or any other legal tender consistent with the origin of the products 
destined as army supplies, consequently, it is evident that the marks to be paid by 
Germany could not be considered as a reimbursement unless they be freely placed 
at the disposition of the French Government to be used for the various needs for 
which they were intended. It appears, therefore, indispensable to have the claim 
of the German Government, pretending to obtain justification of use, repulsed 
purely and simply, and to insist on the immediate resumption of the payments to 
be applied on the upkeep expenses of the Armies of Occupation. 

2. It has been impossible to obtain complete statements of the specie and 
securities (bank values, pi'operty confiscated belonging to persons repatriated, 
removal of specie qualified as fines, bail funds, etc.) removed, collected or 
confiscated by the Germans, whether in the invaded territories or in the prison 
camps. These lists are indispensable to the Restitution Service. 

The documents provided for by Clause XIII of the Protocol of Spa, under date 
of December ist, 1918, (city bonds) have not reached me either; however, accord- 
ing to the statements of the Germans, they were enclosed with the bonds themselves 
which were restored and deposited in the Bank of France in sacks. Until a verifica- 
tion of these sacks, which will take a long time, it appears to me unnecessary to 
insist further on this question. 

Concerning the restitutions themselves, it is to be noted that the cash of the 
Bank of France, and of the Credit du Nord Bank especially, has not yet been 
restored; but owing to the present state of the negotiations, I do not think it 
advisable to take these delays into account. 

I add that my remarks only refer to the strictly financial clauses and relate 
neither to the industrial restitutions, agricultural and railway materials, nor to 
archives or works of art, 

Klotz. 
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Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 
(19781) British Delegation, Paris. 2’j October, igig. 

The Chairman of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control in 
Germany has asked for decisions of the Supreme Council with regard to the follow- 
ing points:— 

I . The distribution of the airship sheds in the occupied areas. 

Iiq 
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Some members of the Commission have claimed that these sheds belong to the 
Powers in occupation. 

With regard to this claim, the British Delegation would observe that, in its 
report on the distribution of the aeronautical material in Germany, the Supreme 
War Council recommended that the material should be distributed in the following 
proportion ; 

England and France, each 30% 

Italy and the United States each 15% 

Belgium and Japan, each 5%. 

It w^as also agreed, as regards airship sheds that, for reasons of geographical 
proximity and convenience, France should be permitted to have the fir?t choice 
from among the airship sheds in the area occupied by her troops and in Belgium. 
This report was agreed to by the Supreme Council. Throughout the discussions 
on this subject, both at the Aeronautical Advisory Commission and at the 
Supreme War Council, there has never been any question of the sheds in an 
occupied area being the property of the Power in occupation. 

2. The interpretation of the phrase occurring in Article 198 of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany, ‘No dirigibles shall be kept’. 

Does this mean no dirigibles whatever, or no dirigibles for military or naval 
purposes? 

It appears that when this Article was prepared by the Aeronautical Commission, 
no clear decision was arrived at on this point. The Commission put up a strong 
recommendation to the Supreme Council to the effect that Germany should not 
be permitted to engage in civil aviation for a period of years, but this recom- 
mendation was not agreed to and the Supreme Council, by refusing to accept 
it, permitted Germany to possess civil aircraft.^® Pi’esumably, therefore, she is per- 
mitted to possess airships for commercial work. 

As a matter of fact, the airship is far less dangerous than the aeroplane for war 
purposes, while its immediate commercial value is probably far greater. 

In view of these considerations, the British Delegation does not think it possible 
to uphold the view that the phrase ‘No dirigibles shall be kept’ applies to civil ‘ 
airships. 

As regards the method of deciding whether any particular aircraft is to be con- 
sidered to belong to the military or the civil type, the Supreme Council, at its 
meeting on August 6th, 1919,^^ passed the following resolution: 

‘That the German Government shall be informed that the Allies are aware 

that service types of aircraft are being converted to commercial use, and that the 

President of the Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control shall be the sole 

judge as to whether any aircraft is of a service type or otherwise.’ 

3. The question whether Aiticle 200 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany gives 
to the Allied and Associated Powers the I'ight to send military machines into un- 
occupied German territory, pending the complete evacuation of German territory 
by the Allies. 

The British Delegation is of opinion that this right, which is disputed by the 
Germans, is clearly established by the provisions of the Article in question and that 
it should be maintained. The Drafting Committee, moreover, har'c expressed the 
unanimous opinion that this right is not confined to occupied German territory. 

a. Vol. I, No. 56, note 6. 

See Vol. I, No. ag, minute 14. 


Appendix F to No. 8 
Document i 
Polish Affairs Commission 

J^ote to the Supreme Council 
I St. An overture made by Mr. Dmowsky,^^ 

2nd, A telegram issued by General Dupont, represent the German Government 
as preparing to conduct municipal elections in Upper Silesia very shortly. 

For these reasons, the Polish Affairs Commission has the honour to propose that 
the Supreme Council communicate the letter hereto annexed to the German 
Deiegati&n. 

Paris, October 27, 1919. 


Document 2 

Draft of Letter for the German Delegation 

October 27, 1919. 

Mr. President : 

According to information brought to the attention of the Allied and Associated 
Governments, the German Government is preparing to conduct municipal elec- 
tions in Upper Silesia before the entry into force of the Treaty, 

The Allied and Associated Powers request information as to whether this news 
has any foundation. 

The Allied and Associated Powers could not admit, in fact, that elections be 
held in Upper Silesia before the Commission, which, according to the terms of the 
Treaty of Versailles, is directed to organize a plebiscite in this region, has com- 
menced its operations. This Commission alone, should it judge necessary, will be 
authorized to conduct elections during the period prior to the plebiscite. These 
elections would take place under its supervision and under the proper conditions 
requisite to the liberty of votes. 

22 See No. 6 , .appendix F. 
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H. D. 79 .] JVotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, PichoFs Room, Quai d'Orsay^ Paris ^ on Thursday^ 
October 50 , 1919, at 10.90 a.m. 

Present: t/.d'. A. : Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M, Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 
Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: t/.d'. A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: 

Gapt. G. Lothian Small. M. Massigli. M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 



The following were also present for items in which they were concerned. 

U.S.Ar. Rear-Admiral N. A. McCully, U.S.N., Captain Madison, U.S.N., 
Lieut-Gommander H. W. Koeller, U.S.N., Dr. J. B. Scott, Dr. I. Bowman, 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire-. Commander MacNamara, Captain Fuller, Mr. A. Deeper, 
Mr. H. W. Malkin. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, M. Laroche, 
Commandant Le Vavasseur, M. Fromageot. 

Italy. G. Amiral Grass!, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vanniitelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, 
Cajot. dc Corvette Ruspoli. 

Japan: Commandant Ohsumi, M. Nagaoka, M. Shigemitsu. 

I . (The Council had before it a draft note of the Drafting Committee on the 
notification to the German Government of the coming into 
force of the Treaty. See Appendix A.) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon this note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to raise a point of mere form 
relative to the second paragraph of this draft note. lie desired 
that this paragraph be changed to read as follows : 

‘The President of the Peace Conference has the honour to 
inform the German Government that three of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, namely, the British Empire, 
France and Italy, have ratified the Treaty, and Germany, on the other 
hand, having likewise ratified it, the above mentioned condition is 
fulfilled.’ 

This change was merely designed to prevent the note being drafted in such 
form as to notify the German Government that it had ratified the Treaty. 

M. PiCHON said that the question of the date to be fixed for the comin g 
into force of the Treaty should not be discussed at the present time, 

M. Fromageot concluded his commentaries on the draft note by saying 
that, as a result of the decision taken the preceding day by the Council rela- 
tive to the unexecuted Armistice clauses and to the drafting of a Protocol,^ 
he thought that a paragraph should be added at the end of the draft note to 
the eflect that the German Government should send a representative, to Paris 
prior to the ratification of the Treaty, with power to sign a Protocol relative 
to the unexecuted Armistice clauses. (This was agreed to.) The Drafting 
Committee thought that a large majority of the unexecuted Armistice 
Glauses were covered by provisions in the Treaty itself: in most cases die 
Treaty in terms imposed upon the German Government the same oblig;v- 
tions as did the Armistice, and a large number of these Treaty provisions 
likewise specified the penalty for nonfulfilment of these obligations. 

M. PicHON observed that for such violations of the Armistice clauses as 
the Scapa Flow incident no penalties were provided. 

M. Fromageot said that this was true, and that likewise no penalties 
were provided for the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces, although in 
this case the Treaty did take care of this obligation (Article 433). With 
See No. 8, minute I . 

■■ iibVw - 


Note of the 
Drafting Com- 
mittee on the 
Notification to 
the German 
Government of 
the Coming into 
Force of the 
Treaty 



respect to most of the remaining unexecuted clauses of the Armistice the 
Treaty provided penalties. He thought it might be well to give a brief 
summary of the unexecuted clauses. There was nothing in the Treaty with 
respect to the delivery by the German Government of rolling stock. With 
respect to the Financial Glauses, the Treaty in Article 238 not only reiterated 
the obligations incumbent upon the German Government, but explicitly 
provided penalties. This was likewise true with respect to the handling 
[handing] over of agricultural and industrial implements. The penalties pro- 
vided for Germany’s non-fulfilment of her obligations in general were laid 
down in Article 430 and paragraphs 1 7 and 1 8 of the second annex to Part 
VIII (R,eparations). The Cjuestion of works of art was likewise fully covered. 
The question of aeronautic material was not so well covered. Articles 1 70, 
202 and 210 of the Treaty prohibited the exportation of such material but 
no penalties were provided. The Committee did not feel that it quite 
understood the argument of the Minister for Finance relative to the payment 
by the German Government of maintenance expenses of the troops of 
occupation (see h.d. 78,2 Appendix G). The question of the German 
mercantile marine, which at present resolved itself into a matter of the tank 
steamers, the five vessels alleged to be sold to Holland and some undelivered 
vessels in neutral ports, was also fully covered by the Treaty. The foregoing 
summary seemed to indicate that in general the Treaty took into account the 
probability of the German Government not having fulfilled all its obligations 
under the Armistice prior to the entry into force of the Treaty. 

M. PigHON asked if there were any remarks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know if this note were to be sent to the German 
Government without at the same time informing it what it was proposed to 
include in the Protocol relative to unexecuted Armistice clauses. He thought 
that if the German Government were directed to send a representative to 
sign such Protocol without knowing what it was to contain, further delay 
would ensue. 

M. Berthelot remarked that there was no need at the present time to 
arrive at a decision as to the date of deposit of ratifications. The Protocol 
relative to unexecuted Armistice clauses would be ready on the following 
Saturday p the point was to agree upon the form of the note which should 
be sent at the proper time. 

M. PiGHON said it was only necessary to agree on the principle of this note. 

Marshal Foch said that he agreed in principle with the foregoing re- 
marks, but he felt that it was important to let the German Government 
know what had to be done. He thought that the following arrangement 
would be most advisable: without letting the German Government know' 
the exact date of the deposit of ratifications it should be informed that the 
Treaty would be put into force at an early but undetermined date which 
could be designated as ‘D’ day. The German Government could be informed 
at once that on ‘D’ minus 8 day, for instance, it would be notified of the date 
of deposits of ratifications, and that on ‘D’ minus 6 day, for instance, its 

2 No. 8. 3 November I, 1919. 



representative must be in Paris. He thought that an arrangement of the note 
on such a basis wouid solve all difficulties, 

M. Berthelot inquired if it was intended that the representatives of the 
German Government should all be in Paris and not in the various regions 
where Allied Commissions and troops of occupation were to arrive. 

General Weygand said that the German representatives must be here 
and come to an agreement before the Treaty could be put into force. 

M. Berthelot brought up the example of Silesia. Should it be decided 
here in Paris what German officials would remain there in order to effectuate 
a transfer of authority in that territory without a hitch? 

General Le Rond replied that German representatives should b(j here in 
Paris to settle the general principle involved, and that officials should like- 
wise remain in Silesia and other territories where the same situation was 
presented in order to effect the necessary arrangements with the incoming 
Allied Commissions and troops of occupation. The procedure to be adopted 
consisted of two phases. 

General Weygand thought it would be better not to put these details in 
the draft note, as confusion would certainly be caused thereby. It was most 
important that the summoning to Paris of the German representatives should 
not be bound up with the question of settling the date of deposits of ratifica- 
tions. 

M. PiGHON agreed that pourparlers should certainly start in Paris before 
the date of deposit of ratifications was necessarily fixed. ^ 

Mr. Polk, referring to Marshal Foch’s idea as to rearrangement of the 
draft note on a time-table basis, inquired whether this was to include the 
unfulfilled Armistice clauses. He supposed that it was only meant to refer 
to movement of troops, evacuation, and similar points. 

M. PiGHON said that this was so. 

M. Sgialoja thought that the draft note should be modified so that the 
invitation to the German Government to participate in the deposit of ratifi- 
cations should be eliminated so long as that date remained unsettled. It 
would be enough to merely inform the German Government that as the 
time for deposit was approaching, it became necessary for it to fulfil the 
conditions precedent thereto. 

M. Berthelot thought that the German Government should be informed 
why the deposit of ratifications had not yet taken place. 

M. Sgialoja thought that representatives of the German Government 
should be summoned to Paris immediately to discuss the matters still re- 
maining unsettled prior to the fixing of a date for the deposit of ratifications. 

M. Fromageot still thought it would be better to retain the framework of 
the draft note to the extent of acquainting the German Government with the 
proposed procedure; this in order to avoid any argument on their part that 
the Treaty should now automatically be put into force. 

M. PiGHON summed up by suggesting that the draft note should be 
changed so as to accord with the views above expressed by Marshal Foch, 
M. Scialoja, Sir Eyre Crowe and M. Fromageot, and that as so modified, it 
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should be submitted to the Council on the following Saturday^ together 
with the Protocol relative to unexecuted Armistice clauses. (This was agreed 
to.) 

(It was decided: 

( 1 ) to accept in principle the note of the Drafting Committee on the 
notification to the German Government of the coming into force of 
the Treaty (see Appendix A), with the following modifications: 
(a) in the first part of said draft the German Government should be 
invited to participate in the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty 
at a date specified as not yet being determined. 

(&) that the German Government, at the same time, should be informed 
' that the date of the coming into force of the Treaty would later be 
communicated to it in ample time but that without awaiting the 
notification of said date it should immediately send representa- 
tives to Paris to discuss the settlement of the matters constituting 
conditions precedent to the putting into force of the Treaty. 

(c) to add at the end of said draft a paragraph to the effect that the 
German Government, prior to the date of deposit of ratifications, 
should send representatives to Paris with power to sign a Protocol 
dealing wth the unexecuted clauses of the Armistice. 

It was further decided: 

(1) to change the form of the second paragraph of said draft so that it 

should read as follows : ‘The president of the Peace Conference has 
the honour to inform the German Government that three of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, namely : the British Empire, 
France and Italy, have ratified the Treaty, and Germany, on the 
other hand, having likewise ratified it, the above mentioned con- 
dition has been fulfilled.’ 

(2) that the draft note of the Drafting Committee should be modified as 

above indicated and submitted to the Council on the following 
Saturday,^ together with the Protocol relative to the unexecuted 
Armistice Clauses.) 

2. Captain Fuller R.N. explained to the Council that the Naval Repre- 
Sinking of the sentatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers had 
German Fleet at met on the preceding day; no report had been made by them 
Scapa Flow to the Council, but the report which he was now going to read 
had been agreed to by the British, French, Italian and Japanese repre- 
sentatives, and ill great part had been agreed to by the United States 
representative, who, however, wished to submit a minority report. He then 
read the majority report (see Appendix B). He added that it was under- 
stood that in the event of the surface vessels being broken up and sunk, the 
same procedure should not be adopted in the case of floating docks. 

Mr. Polk asked if Rear Admiral McGully might read his minority report. 

Rear Admiral McCully then read his minority report (see Appendix C). 

Mr. Polk said that the point of view of the minority report was this; 
although it had already been decided that the German Government should 
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give up certain ships, their disposition had never been definitely determined. 
At one time there had been some question of sinking them. Now the ships 
in question had actually been sunk. The majority report proposed to take 
mercantile material, which of course could not be destroyed, in reparation 
for the vessels sunk. This mercantile material would be useful to the Repara- 
tion Commission. It seemed to him better, by way of reparation for the 
vessels sunk, to take from the German Government naval material which 
could be destroyed if so desired. The point he wished to emphasize was that 
he thought that the proposal to take over mercantile material raised a 
question which distinctly affected the Reparation Commission. 

M. PiGHON remarked that the French Government had never aoreed to 
the sinking of these ships. 

Mr. Polk replied that such was not his contention. That was not the 
point now at issue. His question was whether it were not better to leave this 
mercantile material to be devoted to such purposes that it would become 
useful to the operations of the Reparation Commission, rather than, by taking 
it away, to diminish Germany’s power of making adequate reparation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that several questions were now being con- 
fused. He pointed out that the British Government had been willing to make 
a big concession; it was willing to bear all the loss resulting from the Scapa 
Flow incident, therefore, it seemed to him that the opinion of his Government 
should now bear some weight. To him it seemed pointless to take over from 
the German Government ships which were useless to them and were equally 
useless to the Allied and Associated Powers. He thought that such an a(5t:ion 
might indeed be pleasing to the German Government. Likewise the docks 
which it was proposed to take over were so large that they were only useful 
for large sized ships of which the Germans now had none, and certainly it was 
not desired to encourage them to build any. 

M. Berthelot thought that Mr. Polk’s observations had shown that the 
argument of the United States was entirely based upon the sinking of the 
ships. The question liad now, however, reached a further stage. Neither 
the French nor the Italian Governments had ever agreed to the sinking of the 
ships and they had demanded their distribution. Certainly there was no 
point in distributing the ships if they were thereafter to be sunk. He recog- 
nized the force of Sir Eyre Crowe’s argument and he wished to point out that 
the British Government had even made another concession: although the 
British Government was prepared to have the ships sunk and thought that 
the x\merican Government would agree, nevertheless, it was ready to admit 
the right of France and Italy to dispose of their share of the ships as they saw 
fit. He thought it was important to settle now the question whether or not 
the ships v\^ere to be sunk. 

Mr. Polk inquired if M. Berthelot meant to say that naval material ought 
not to be replaced by naval material. However the Council was not then 
discussing the disposition of ships ; he merely wished to repeat that he thought 
the question now under discussion was one that interested the Reparation 
Gommission. The action proposed by the majority was to give a priority, 

: :i2o ■ ■ 



on account of reparation, for the ships sunk. To his mind three points were 
involved : there was no question at the present time of the disposition of the 
ships; he understood and appreciated the attitude of the British Government; 
he thought that this was a question for the Reparation Commission. He 
pointed out that his position was purely a matter of principle inasmuch as the 
United States would not get any ships. 

M. PiGHON thought that this presented a new phase of the cjuestion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that this would make it impossible to settle the 
Scapa Flow incident prior to the drafting of the Protocol relative to un- 
executed Armistice clauses and would indefinitely postpone the entry into 
force of the Treaty, 

M. PiGHON agreed, and observed that Marshal Focli had pointed out to 
him that as this was a question of a wolatioii of the Armistice the Reparation 
Commission could not yet be interested therein. The American argument 
could equally be applied to all material to be handed over by virtue of the 
Armistice clauses. 

Mr. Polk asked if the financial experts had not been consulted with 
respect to the delivery of locomotives and similar c|uestions. 

Marshal Fogh said that they had not, for the reason that the Reparation 
Commission had not yet existed and did not yet exist. 

Mr. Polk thought that on that basis it would be easy for the Armistice 
Commissions to seriously embarrass the Reparation Commission. 

M. PiGHON remarked that all matters heretofore adjusted had been con- 
trolled by the Supreme Council. 

M. Sgialoja added that the conception of reparation only existed by 
virtue of the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk said that he was surprised to learn that the financial experts 
had not been consulted. He thought that the American financial experts had 
at least given an opinion on these matters. 

M. PiCHON said that the French Government could not yield on this point. 

Mr. Polk remarked that if the docks and similar material now proposed 
to be demanded were received, the United States would get something, 
otherwise they would not. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the principle of demanding floating docks 
and similar material should be maintained, at the same time giving instruc- 
tions that only the large ones and those belonging to the German Govern- 
ment or in which it had a predominating interest should be taken. 

Mr. Polk thought that the Naval Representatives could easily agree on 
that basis. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the Naval Representatives should immedi- 
ately meet and settle this question. 

M. Pighon remarked that the question was a very urgent one inasmuch 
as it had to be settled before the Protocol, which was to be submitted the 
following Saturday, could be drafted. The Naval Representatives should 
come to a conclusion by the following day at the latest and communicate the 
same to M. Berthelot and M. Fromageot. 
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Captain Fuller, R.N., said he understood then that the Committee of 
Naval Experts might call upon the German Government to make over by 
way of reparation: (i) Government docks; (2) docks, cranes, etc., in which the 
German Government had a predominating interest; and, (3) docks, cranes, 
etc., the removal of which would not affect the working of ports in which they 
were situated either from the Allied or from the G erman point of view. 

(It was decided : 

(1) to accept the principle of the responsibility of the German Govern- 

ment for the sinking of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow. 

(2) that the Committee of Naval Representatives of the Principal Allied 

and Associated Powers should meet immediately and agree as to 
the reparation to be exacted from the German Government for the 
sinking of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow, being guided by the 
principle that docks and similar material belonging to the German 
Government or in wliich it had a predominating interest, or too large 
to be suitable for present German maritime uses, should be taken by 
way of reparation.) 

3. (The Council had before it a report of the Naval Representatives of the 
Dispatch of Naval Principal Allied and Associated Powers relative to the dis- 
Vessels to Flensbiirg patch of naval vessels to Flensburg (see Appendix D).) 

M. PiCHON suggested that the recommendations contained in this report 
be adopted, 

(This was agreed to.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he only wished to recall the fact that although 
it had been intended to send three battalions to Schleswig, only two battalions 
would go there. It was worth considering, in view of the adoption of the 
Naval Representatives’ recommendation not to send Allied warships to 
Flensburg, whether this force was sufficient. 

(It was decided : 

to accept the report of the Naval Representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers relative to despatching naval vessels to 
Flensburg (see Appendix D).) 


4. M. PiGHON thought that, as the Central Territorial Committee was not 
Request of the Central unanimous, the best procedure was for it to submit 
Territorial Committee for majority and minority reports which would be dis- 
Instructions on the cusscd and settled by the Council at its meeting on 

ay'jrfftf'L the Mowing Saturfay.3 

and GJ the tserbo-Bidgarian , , r 1 ^11 . , , 

Frontier, in connexion Earoghe observed that certain delegations had 

with the Reply to the Stated that the opinion held by them relative to the Serbo- 
Bulgarian Counter- Bulgarian frontier might be influenced by the Council’s 
Proposals Solution of the Dobrudja question; certain other delega- 

tions had stated that their opinion would not be changed by such a solution. 

Mr. Polk inquired if the question of Dobrudja were not a short one 
susceptible of being settled immediately. 


122 



M. PiGHON remarked that he could only say that the opinion of the French 
Government was that Dobrudja, a province belonging to an Allied Govern" 
ment, should not be taken away from it and given over to Bulgaria, an enemy. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that he was not insisting on that matter being 
settled now. The only point before the Council was what kind of an answer 
should be sent to Bulgaria. He quite understood that in this answer there 
would be nothing relative to transferring Dobrudja to Bulgaria. 

M. Laroche said that the settlement of the Dobrudja question was inti- 
mately connected with that of Bessarabia. 

Mr. Polk replied that in his opinion the question of Bessarabia should not 
be discussed at the present moment particularly on account of the situation 
in Russia. 

M. PiCHON agreed. 

M. Laroche said that if the question of Bessarabia were not to be raised 
he thought the question of Dobrudja should likewise not be raised. 

Mr. Polk thought that at some other time or in some other form, by the 
medium of another Treaty or action on the part of the League of Nations, the 
question of Dobrudja could be brought up. 

M. PiCHON said the French Government absolutely did not agree to any 
solution contemplating the transfer of Dobrudja to Bulgaria. 

M. Laroche thought that if the matter were left for future action in the 
manner intimated, with the implication that Dobrudja would eventually be 
transferred to Bulgaria, it was equivalent to certainly depriving Roumania 
of this province. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the chief trouble was that Roumania had been 
given everything she wanted in a territorial way without any equivalent being 
demanded. The time to bargain would have been when Roumania’s terri- 
torial requests had been freely granted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that it would be sufficient to say in the answer 
to the Bulgarian counter-proposals that in a Treaty with Bulgaria the question 
of Dobrudja could not be raised. 

M. Berthelot agreed. He thought that it would be inadvisable to men- 
tion anything further, particularly in regard to the League of Nations. 

(The suggestion of Sir Eyre Crowe met with approval and the discussion 
of the questions of Dobrudja and the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier were fixed 
for the meeting of Saturday, November 1st, 1919.) 

5. M. Berthelot, referring to the draft instructions to the Inter- Allied 
Commission charged with examining into the evacuation 
Instructions to^ Inter- of the Baltic Provinces, called attention to Section X 
Alhed Commission ^ ^ thereof (h.d. 77 ,'*' Appendix C). 

Uo‘L ZlcZZi’Ifthe paragraph of that yction it was provided 

Baltic Provinces that: Tn order to accomplish its mission, the Allied 

Commission shall have at its disposal the personnel of the 
British and French Allied Missions now operating in Esthonia, Latvia and 
+ No. 7. 
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Litliiiailia with a view to preventing any isolated initiative or divergence of 
action.’ He observed that no mention had been made of Italian and 
American Commissions. He thought that the paragraph should be redrafted 
so as to include the personnel of the Military Missions of all the Allied and 
Associated Powers. He understood that there was no Italian Military 
Mission in that region but that there was an American one. 

Mr. Polk stated that there was no American Military Mission in that 
region, but that he had no objection to the change proposed. 

(It was decided: 

to modify Section X of the draft instructions to the Inter- Allied Com- 
mission charged with examining into the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 
(ii.D. 77,'^ Appendix C), so that the first paragraph thereof should read as 
follows : ‘In order to accomphsh its mission, the Inter- Allied Commission 
shall have at its disposal the personnel of the Military Missions of all 
the Allied and Associated Powers now operating in Esthonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania, with a view to preventing any isolated initiative or divergence 
of action.’) 

(The meedng then adjourned.) 
de Crillo?i, 

Paris, October igig. 


Appendix A to No. 9 ^ 

Project of a Note to the German Government 

By the terms of the final provisions of the Treaty signed at Versailles, June 28, 
I gig, it has been stipulated that: 

‘A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up as soon 
as the Treaty has been ratified by Germany on the one hand, and by three of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the other hand.’ 

The President of the Peace Conference has the honour of calling to the attention 
of the German Government that three of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Po^eers, namely, the British Empire, France and Italy on the one hand, and 
Germany on the other, have ratified the Treaty and that the condition above re- 
ferred to has been fulfilled. 

The other Allied and Associated Powers who have, up to the present day made 
known their ratification, are Belgium, Poland and Siam. 

In execution of the said provisions, and if the various acts necessary to the coming 
into force of the Treaty be fulfilled in time, there will take place in Paris on 

November igig, at ^ o’clock, the proces-verbal of the deposit of these 

ratifications. The German Government is requested to be kind enoueh to parti- 
cipate. 

The final provision[s] of the Treaty add : 

‘From the date of this first proces-verbal, the Treaty will come into force 
between the High Contracting Parties who have ratified it. For the determina- 

s Punctuation as in original. 
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tion of all peiiods of time provided for in the present Treaty, this date will be 

the date of the coming into force of the Treaty.’ 

This entry into force of the Treaty entails certain consequences which should 
be considered: 

1. The beginning of operations by the Inter- Allied High Commission of the 
Rhineland. ( Arrangement, * Article 2) ; 

2. The beginning of operations by military, naval and air delegations, at the 
present time in Germany, as military, naval and air commissions of control 
(Treaty, article 203) ; 

3. The beginning of operations by the Reparations Commission; (Treaty, 
article 233 and annex II paragraph 5 ) ; 

4. Transfer of sovereignty for Memel (Treaty, article 99) and for Danzig 
(Treaty, article 100), resulting in the evacuation of the troops, and German 
authorities, and the taking possession of these territories by the Interallied troops; 

5. Transfer of Government in the Saar Basin (Treaty, article 49 and annex, 
paragraph 16); 

6. Transfer of temporary Government in the territory of Upper Silesia, sub- 
mitted to a plebiscite (Treaty, article 88 and annex, paragraphs i and 2) ; resulting 
in the evacuation of German troops, and authorities to be designated by the 
Commission, and the occupation by the Inter-Allied troops as well as the beginning 
of operations by the Commission of Government and of Plebiscite on this territory; 

7. Transfer of temporary administration in the territory of Schleswig submitted 
to a plebiscite (Treaty, article 109), resulting in the evacuation of German troops 
and authorities, and occupation by the Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning 
ofisoperations by the Commission of Administration and of Plebiscite on this teni- 
tory; • 

8. Beginning of the 15 day period in which must be effected the evacuation and 
the transfer of temporary administrations in the territories submitted to a plebis- 
cite : Eastern Prussia, Allenstein (Treaty, article 95) and Eastern Prussia, Alarien- 
werder (Treaty, article 97), resulting in the evacuation of German troops and 
authorities, and occupation by the Inter-Allied troops, as well as the beginning 
of operations by the Commissions of Administration and of Plebiscite on these 
territories. 

9. Beginning of the 15 day period in which the Commissions of Delimitation 
must begin their operations. 

The German Government is invited to send to Paris for the duly 

accredited representatives to: 

1 . Agree with the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers as to the 
conditions of establishment of the Commissions of Government and of administra- 
tion and plebiscite, the handing over of powers, the transfer of services, the entry 
of Inter-Allied troops, the evacuation of German troops and authorities, and all 
other measures above provided for. 

Attention is now called to the fact that the German authorities must leave on the 
spot all installations of service or dwelling as well as the documents which are to 
be used upon the immediate entry into action of the Inter- Allied authorities; that 
the German troops must also leave on the spot all installations occupied by them. 

2. Agree with the Staff of the Marshal, Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied and 
Associated Armies, as to conditions of transport of Inter- Allied troops, 

^ i.e. the Rhineland Agreement of June 28, 1919 (Treaty Series, 1919, No. 7. Gmd. 222). 



Appendix B to No. 9 

Conclusions arrived at by the British, French, Italian and Japanese Naval Advisers to the 
Peace Delegation[s] on the subject of Reparation for the sinking of the German Warships 
at Scapa at Meetmg held at Ministry of Marine at g.oo p.m. on sgth October igig. 

Note-. The U.S. Naval Adviser has a minority report. 

In view of the reparation claims that German[y] had already incurred under the 
terms of the Peace Treaty, it was not considered feasible to make any further 
financial or material demands other than the following, which, however, cannot 
be regarded as complete compensation to the Allied and Associated Powers for 
the losses incurred through the sinking of the modern German men-of-war at Scapa. 

2. The further claims which it was considered should be put forward are as 
follows : 

{a) For the capital ships sunk. 

A number of floating docks now in German ports, whose total lifting 
capacity is ecfuivalent to that of the capital ships sunk, should be surrendered 
to the Allied and Associated Powers. The aggregate tonnage is 370,740 tons. 
{b) For the five light-cruisers sunk. 

The following light-cruisers, left to Germany under the Peace Treaty, 
should be surrendered to the Allied and Associated Powers : — 

KSnigsberg 

Pillau 

Graudenz 

Regensberg 

Strassburg 

(c) For the fifty T.B.D.s sunk. 

A number of small floating docks, floating cranes, tugs, dredges, and other 
floating port material of an equivalent displacement to the fifty destroyers 
should be surrendered to the Allied and Associated Powers. The aggregate 
displacement is 41,800 tons. 

Note : A certain number of these ships have since been salved and are in a bad 
condition. The raising of these vessels has incurred a considerable expenditure, 
and consequently it is not considered that these vessels can be placed to the 
credit of the German Government in the above demands. 

3. With a view to carrying out the above conditions the German Government 
shall undertake to supply to the Allied Naval Commission of Control within ten 
days of the deposit of the ratifications of the Peace Treaty, a complete list of all 
floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, etc., now in German possession, 
and to surrender such floating docks and additional material as may be notified to 
them by the Allied Naval Commission of Control. 

4. The distribution of docks, cranes, tugs, and dredges, etc., surrendered to the 
Allied and Associated Powers, under the above conditions, should be considered 
in conjunction with the disposal of the enemy surface vessels. 

5. That on the understanding that the Supreme Council have decided to hold 
the Gez'man Government solely responsible for the sinking of these ships at Scapa, 
it IS desirable that all the German olBcers and men belonging to these ships should 
be repatriated as early as possible, with the exception of any whose surrender is 
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requix'ed under Article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. The German Government 
should, however, agi'ee to the reparation demanded, before it is effected. 

6. With regard to the moneys salved from the German warships at Scapa, it was 
considered that such moneys should be placed to the credit of the Reparation 
Fund. Individual claims can be made good by the German Government. 

7. It was not considered that the toi-pedo boat destroyer B-98 could be retained 
as compensation for one of the destroyers sunk at Scapa; but that she should be 
claimed as one of the forty-two torpedo boat destroyers to be surrendered under 
the Peace Treaty. 


Appendix G to No. 9 

Office of Naval Adviser 


From; U.S. Naval Adviser. 


Hotel Crillon, Paris, France. 

October JO, igig. 


To: Supreme Council. 

Subject'. Minority Report on Memorandum submitted to Supreme Council by the 
British Delegation regarding Responsibility for sinking of German warships 
at Scapa Flow, and other questions connected therewith. 

Reference', {a) Report Board of Admirals, June 23, 1919. 

(b) Letter of M. Glemenceau to German Delegation of June 25, 1919. 
'(c) S. H. Bulletin 756 of October 22, 1919. 

(d) S. H. Bulletin [ijiqS of October 25, 1919. 

(e) Report Board of Admirals, October 29, 1919. 

1. The German Government was responsible for failing to take preventive 
measures against sinking of the interned German vessels. In consequence the 
Armistice was violated, and this justifies a demand for Reparations. 

2. The German Naval Officials in command at Scapa Flow were responsible 
as active agents in sinking the vessels. This justifies a demand for the trial and 
punishment, if convicted, of such officers. 

3. The Reparations demanded should in principle be confined to further 
delivery of naval material. German naval material available for Reparations, 
according to reference (a) consists of; — 

(a) Of Military Value. 

(1) Five (5) Light Cruisers (Graudenz, Koenigsberg, Pillau, Regensburg, 
and Strassburg). 

(2) Fourteen (14) Destroyers (1908-9 program). 

(3) Eight (8) Torpedo Boats. 

(b) Of Small Military Value. 

(1) Fourteen (14) Pre-Dreadnaughts (1900-1906 types) (about 182,000 
tons in all). 

(2) Nine Light Cruisers (Gazelle and Hamburg Glasses). 

(3) One (i) Cruiser (Roon). 

(4) Twenty-three (23) Destroyers (1906-7 program and later). 
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(c) Of Liitle or No Military Value. 

(1) Seven (7) Battleships (Kaiser Friedrich and Brandenburg Classes) . 

(2) Eight (8) Coast Defence ships (Hagen Glass). 

(3) Two (2) Cruisers {Prinz Heinrich 2ind Furst Bismarck) . 

(4) Six (6) Light Cruisers (5 of Hertha class and Kaiserin Augusta). 

(5) Thirty-six (36) Desti’oyers. 

(6) Sixty-four (64) Torpedo Boats. 

(d) Naval Docks {At Wilhelmshaven) . 

(1) Three (3) Large Docks, one of 40,000 tons. 

(2) One (i) Pntonn [Pontoon] Dock, 1,500 tons. 

(3) Four (4) Torpedo Boat Docks 4,000 tons. 

The entire Reparations could be taken from classes {a), (b) and (d) 
mentioned above, reckoning either on tonnage basis, or based on value 
for scrap. In class (r) would still remain sufficient Naval Forces for 
Germany’s needs to assist in maintaining internal order. 

Note: At time of sinking of German vessels in Scapa Flow, there were 
in port 50 German Destroyers, of which fifteen (15) were not sunk, four 
were salved later, another is being salved. Majority Report, reference 
(c), demands Reparations for fifty (50) Destroyers. 

4. In regard to the sum of 34,642 marks, qo pfennings, the Germans have claimed 
some of this money as personal property of officers and men. Such of this money 
as can be proved by them to be personal property, should be paid to German 
officers and men entitled to it, as personal property of war prisoners is not subject 
to confiscation. The remainder should be placed in Reparation Fund. 

5. The German Destroyer B-98 was engaged in bringing mails to .German 
vessels interned at Scapa Flow, was provided with proper authority to make the 
trip, and was flying the white flag. It is not alleged to have had any part in the 
sinking of the German vessels, or to have been guilty of any warlike act. However 
justifiable her seizure may have been at the moment, her indefinite retention is 
not justified by International Law, and she should be released and restored to 
Germany pending further dispositions, 

N. A. MgGully. 


Appendix D to No. 9 

Report of Allied Representatives on Dispatch of Naval Vessels to Flensburg. 

According to the decision taken on October 25 by the Supreme Council,’ the 
Naval Representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers met on 
Monday, October 27, at 15 o’clock, in the Ministry of Marine, in order to deter- 
mine whether, on account of the recent events at Flensburg, they deem it possible 
to send battleships to that port. 

The® Naval Representatives express the following opinion : 

First: From a maritime point of view, the sending of light ships (light cruisers, 
destroyers or gunboats) is possible, but it is unnecessary for them to enter the port 
and stay there. 

'' See No. 6, minute 8. 

® French texts of the ensuing portion of this report and of M. Pichon’s proposal for its 
adoption (see minute 3 above) are printed by A. Tardieu and F. dejessen, op. cit., pp. 327-8 . 
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Second: Great Britain, the United States and France are the only great powers 
which have ships available to fulfil this mission. 

Third : They think that, in case one or several battleships were sent immediately, 
the Gommander-in-Ghief would be placed in a difficult situation, if, as is probable, 
the Danes would ask him for assistance which he would be unable to give; and, as 
he would be in a German port, the Germans might assume a hostile attitude 
towards him, which would necessitate immediate action on the spot, and an 
ulterior action of the Supreme Council. 

Fourth : In case the Supreme Council should decide to send ships, it is indispens- 
able for it to determine in a precise manner what line of conduct the Gommander- 
in-Ghief must observe. 

Fifth: tTht Naval Representatives think that it is not judicious to send Allied 
battleships for ‘demonstration’ purposes only, before the day under which the 
Allied Naval Forces are to arrive, with troops, for the plebiscite of Schleswig, 
according to the stipulations of the Peace Treaty. 


No. 10 

H. D. 8o.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichofs Room^ Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Saturday, 

November i, igig, at lo.oo a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H, Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M, Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. G. 

Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Dr, J. B. Scott, Rear Admiral McCully, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Dr. I. Bow- 
man, Colonel J. A. Logan, Commander Koehler, Captain Gordon. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Admiral Groves R.N., Hon. C. H. 
Tufton, Mr. A. W. Malkin, Mr. A. Leeper, Commander Smith R.N., Com- 
mander Dunne R.N., Captain Fuller R.N., Commander McNamara R.N. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Desticker, General Le Rond, 
M. H. Berenger, M. Laroche, Commandant Le Vavasseur, M. Fromageot, 
Gapitaine Roper. 

Italy: General Cavallero, Contre-Amiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vannu- 
telli-Rey, M. Galli, M. Pilotti, Gapitaine de Corvette Ruspoli, Prince Boncom- 
pagni. 

Japan: M. Adatci, Commandant Ohsumi, M. Nagaoka, M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 
Powers of General October 28, 1919 (see Appendix A).) 

Milne in Asia Minor SiR Eyre Growe stated the question was a very simple 
one, and was summarized in the note from the British Delegation which had 
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been circulated among the members of the Council. The Council had ap™ 
pointed, at some prior time, General Milne as Commander-in-Ghief of the 
Allied forces in Asia Minor: it seemed that neither the French nor the Italian 
authorities had been informed of the decision of the Council. 

M. PiGHON thought indeed that the question could not raise any difficulty 
so long as the beginning of the note, as submitted to the Council, was altered 
slightly: the British Delegation had said that the General Officer command- 
ing the British troops at Constantinople and in Asia Minor (Syria excepted) 
had been appointed Gommander-in- Chief of the Allied forces in those 
regions. This assertion was correct, as far as Turkey in Asia was concerned, 
but the question of the command at Constantinople was the object of nego- 
tiations between the British and French Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with this remark, but asked, above ail, that the 
French and Italian military authorities be informed of the decisions of the 
Supreme Council, which had recognized the authority of General Milne. 

M. Berthelot thought that there could be no doubt whatsoever on this 
question, and added he could not understand the misunderstanding which 
had taken place, for the necessary information had been given at the same 
time to M. de France^ and to General Franchet d’Esperey. 

M. SciALOjA asked that the same instructions be repeated to the Italian 
military authorities. 

M, PiGHON agreed that this information should be reiterated. 

(It was decided : ^ 

that the French and Italian Delegations take the necessary™ steps to 
inform their representatives in Turkey that the Supreme Council had 
appointed General Milne as Commander>in-Chief of the Allied Forces in 
Asia Minor, Syria excepted. (See Appendix A).) 

2. (The Council had before it a draft note prepared by the Drafting 
Committee (see Appendix B).) 

Draft Mte to the Fromageot commented upon this draft note and re- 

Gerrnan Gouerriment Drafting Committee had taken account of 

relative to putting , , . i ° , 

the Treaty into observations made at the preceding meeting of the 

force Supreme Council, and also that the new draft was presented 

by all the members of the Committee. 

General Weygand said that the draft, as prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee, invited the German Government to send representatives to Paris on 
November 6th.2 He would like to know whether on the 6th of November 
they could profitably discuss with the German delegates: would the Com- 
missions be ready on that date? 

M. Berthelot said that he had proposed November 6th to take into 
account the wish expressed by General Weygand himself that the conference 
should take place as soon as possible, but it could easily be put off for a few days. 

* M. Deirance was French High Commissioner at Constantinople. 

2 In the text of appendix B in the filed original this date had been altered to November i o 
in accordance with M. Pichon’s proposal below. ■ 



General Weygand thought that from a military standpoint they would 
certainly be ready on November 6thj but that perhaps that date might be a 
little early for the Commissions. 

M. PiGHON proposed the loth instead of the 6th. 

(This proposal was adopted,.) 

(It was decided: 

that the draft note to the German Government, prepared by the Draft- 
ing Committee, relative to putting the Treaty into force, be approved, and 
that the German Government be asked to send representatives to be in 
Paris on the 10th, and not on the 6th, of November, 1919. (See Appendix 
B).J 

3. (The Council had before it a draft Protocol, prepared by the Drafting 
Committee (see Appendix G).) 

Draft Protocol Fromageot read and commented upon the draft pre- 

^andAssocLtd^^'^ pared by the Drafting Committee, and remarked that there 
Powers and Ger- occasion to modify the draft on the following points 

many relative to (i) Page I, point 3 [2]'*': Eliminate in the second line the 
corifirming the obli- word ‘immediately’ and add after the words, ‘in Russian 
gations imposed territory.’ the words, ‘as soon as the Allies judge opportune.’ 
GZmmflbflu: Page I. point 4 [g]": Substitute the word, ‘coercive’ 

Armistice the word, ‘consecutive.’ 

(3) Page I, point 5 [4]“*-: Substitute the word ‘fiduciary’ 
for the word, ‘judicial’. 

(4) Page 2, point 6 [5]^: Add to the end of the paragraph, ‘destruction 
in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way to England to be handed 
over.’ 

(5) Page 3, point 1 1 [lo]'®’: Add to the end of the paragraph, ‘and various 
other merchant vessels.’ 

(6) Page 4 : Add to the end of the second paragraph, ^ ‘and the destruction 
in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way to England to be handed 
over.’ 

(7) Page 4, point 2^: Add to the end of the paragraph ‘also the three sub- 
marine engines of U- 146, which still remained to be delivered in reparation 
for submarines destroyed in the North Sea.’ 

He explained that in point i of page i they had mentioned an interval of 
thirty-one days expiring December nth, 1918. Was this exact? 

Marshal Fogh said it was not quite right; the time limit had been ex- 
ceeded by mutual consent and in consequence of various agreements. There 
was no need to mention it. On the other hand, he considered that as re- 
garded handing over of rolling stock, the Germans had not, properly speaking, 

3 From the following amendments and observations it appears that the text in appendix G 
had been substantially revised to take account of them. The page references to the text 
before the Supreme Council do not invariably correspond with the original of appendix G. 

+ Gf. resolution (3) at the end of this miaute. 

s Paragraph beginning: ‘Lastly, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot overlook . . . 

^ The antepenultimate paragraph of the draft protocol in appendix. C. 



committed any real violation of the Armistice. There had been certain slow- 
ness of execution. It would be a mistake therefore to treat as equally serious 
the nonfulfilment of that clause and specific violations of the Armistice like 
the Scapa Flow incident and the non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. It 
would perhaps be better to mention in the beginning of the note the more 
important questions, and to consider secondary violations in a final para- 
graph. 

M. Fromageot said that they had followed the order of the clauses of the 
Armistice conventions ; obviously that might be modified. From a legal point 
of view, on the other hand, he felt obliged to remark that the fact of an obli- 
gation being in course of fulfilment did not prevent their considering it un- 
executed. 

Marshal Foch thought that it would be sufficient to say that, on that 
point, the Allied and Associated Powers had not received full satisfaction. 
He wished to repeat, in that case, that there was no formal violation of the 
Armistice, and that it would be well not to confuse in the same category 
formal violations and incomplete execution. 

M. Berthelot said it had seemed advantageous to make a complete 
enumeration, but he wished to remark that, in the last part, they had to take 
into account the arguments the Marshal had in mind, and that, doubtless, 
it would be sufficient to omit in that last part, paragraphs Nos. 4 and 5 of 
page 4. 

M. PiCHON summed up that they were agreed to modify the first paragr9|)h 
of page I in the following manner: ‘The obligations, etc., have not been 
carried out, or have not received full satisfaction,’ 

(This suggestion was adopted.) 

Marshal Foch wished to remark that as for point 2,'^ they could not 
reproach the Germans with not having made the reimbursement of the up- 
keep expenses of the troops of occupation, for the simple reason that they had 
not yet told them the total amount of these expenses. It would therefore be 
better to omit the paragraph. 

M. Berthelot thought it was all the easier, as the obligation was covered 
by the Treaty. 

M. PicHON concluded that the Council decided to omit this paragraph, 

M. Fromageot stated that with regard to Germany’s obligation to deliver 
documents, specie, valuables carried away by her troops, they had not felt 
in a position to mention the valuables removed from the prisoners’ camps, 
as the Minister of Finance had demanded, because the Armistice did not 
speak of it. 

Mr. Polk thought that, although he did not suppose that his Naval 
Experts would raise objections on the point, he wished to make a reservation 
on point 6 [5]^^ of the Committee’s draft. Similarly, he felt he must make a 
reservation on point 1 1 [io]+ of the draft, concerning the handing over of the 
fourteen tank vessels which had been demanded. Fie believed, further, that 
on tliis point it might be possible to find a text which would satisfy at once 
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the American Delegation on the one hand, and the British and the French 
on the other. 

M. Berthelot stated they had already taken care to avoid a text which 
appeared to imply a decision by the American Government on property in 
these vessels. 

Mr. Polk added that the American Government did not consider that the 
demand for the handing over of those tank vessels could be maintained. 

M. Berthelot wished to remark that the Supreme Council had taken a 
decision on the subject, namely that a German obligation existed although, 
as between the Allies, the question might be examined anew.’' 

Mr. Polk did not wish to raise, at that time, the question in its entirety, 
but could not help remarking that if the decision which M. Berthelot re- 
called had not been taken, there would not have been a violation of the 
Armistice, in that case, on the part of the Germans. He was hoping that the 
Drafting Committee would prepare a text which would permit of an agree- 
ment. 

M. Henry Berenger stated that they did not at that time have to 
examine the question of real property in the tank ships, nor what was the 
legal position of the Deutsche Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft. That 
was a question that belonged to the Reparations Commission; for the 
moment the question was: why had the ships which had been demanded in 
virtue of certain clauses of the Armistice, not been delivered, especially at a 
ti^ie when tonnage and fuel were everywhere the universal need ? Fie thought 
the British Delegation believed, as he did, that there was there a real obstruc- 
tion on the part of Germany. 

Mr. Polk thought that the question before this meeting was to revise the 
protocol and not to discuss in its entirety the question of the tank ships which, 
however, he was ready to discuss. He simply wished to make a reservation, 
and he was convinced that the Drafting Committee would manage to agree 
on a text which would not bring up the whole question. 

M. Berthelot said that a distinction should be made between the two 
points : ist, the attitude of the Allies towards the Germans : the Germans had 
been asked to deliver the ships; they ought to do it. 2nd, if the Supreme 
Council had several times decided that the tank ships were to be sent to the 
Firth of Forth it was no longer a matter of settling the question in substance; 
and discussion remained possible as between the Allies and America. But it 
was important to introduce in the protocol a clause. If they were not to do so 
they would unintentionally be deciding the question in substance and to the 
advantage of Germany. 

Mr. Polk thought that the remarks of M. Berthelot might be accurate, 
but as time was short, he would for the moment confine himself to malciiig 
a reservation. 

M. Glemengeau concluded that it was understood, then, that the protocol 
would contain a clause on that subject, but for the moment the Council 
decided to reserve the text. 

7 See Vol. I, No. 66, minute i . 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked with regard to point No. 12 of the Com- 

mittee’s draft whether it would not be advisable to examine it at the same 
time as the draft reply to the German note of October lotli [12th] on the 
sale of aeronautical material which figured on the agenda of that morning.^ 

M. Fromageot thought that the question would present itself more 
profitably a little later. He would have some observations to make which 
would satisfy the technical experts; and at that time could also be examined 
the draft reply which Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned. He added that, following 
point No. 12 [i i]d it would be right to alter the text of the paragraph begin- 
ning with the words, ‘A certain number of stipulations, etc.’ ; it should read : 
‘Unexecuted or incompletely executed stipulations’ so as to take into account 
the observations oiTcred some time before by Marshal Foch. 

M. Glemengeau said that they then had to decide what reparations they 
were going to exact for the Scapa Flow incident. 

Captain Fuller pointed out that the Naval Experts had not been able to 
come to an agreement. The Representative of the United States had made 
a reservation on the subject of floating docks that ought to be exacted.'’ 

Commandant Le Vavasseur stated that he for his part had submitted — 
and his British, Italian and Japanese colleagues were of the same opinion — 
that it was inadvisable to specify the percentage of large and small docks that 
ought to be demanded for the tonnage that was to be replaced. They had 
thought it sufficient to fix only the total, leaving it to the Commission of 
Naval Control to make the choice. The American Delegate alone had been 
of a different opinion. 

Commandant Le Vavasseur repeated that they had all been agreed upon 
the principle that the handing over of naval material ought to be demanded 
and agreed also upon the amount of tonnage that should be claimed as 
reparation. Their difierence existed in the proportion as between large and 
small docks. 

Captain Fuller agreed that was the situation. 

Mr. Polk wished to ask for what reason they could not specify^ at this time 
the proportion of great docks and small docks to be delivered. 

Captain Fuller replied that it was because this raised the question of the 
docks at Dantzig, for it was at Dantzig that two of the biggest docks Germany 
possessed were situated. 

Mr. Polk said that, in the absence of his naval experts, it was difficult for 
him to take a decision. He felt, however, as he had already stated to the 
Council, that this question brought up the problem of the extent of Germany’s 
ability to make reparation, and for that reason came within the province of 
the Reparations Commission ; he confined himself to making a reservation 
and proposed that the dfscussion be resumed that afternoon. (This proposal 
was adopted.) 

M. Fromageot wished to draw the attention of the Council to the third 
obligation which the protocol imposed on Germany, to take into account the 
® See minute 4 below. 

^ Cif No. 9, minute 2 and appendix G. 
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remarks which had been presented to the Committee by technical experts. 
They, therefore, proposed to alter the text which the Council had before it 
in the following manner; 

‘third — to make over to the Allied and Associated Governments the value 
of the aeronautical material which had been exported, according to the 
decision that would be given, and the estimate made or notified by the 
President of the Commission on Aeronautical Control, as provided in 
article 210 of the Treaty of Peace, before the 31st January, 1920’. 

It was the President of the Commission who would decide whether the ex- 
ported material were civil or military, and who as a result of that decision, 
would determine the sum that Germany ought to pay. 

M. SciALOjA remarked that the notification to Germany would be made 
by the President, but that the decision would have to be taken by the Com- 
mission itself. 

M. Fromageot explained that the technical experts had agreed that the 
President be trusted with the power of deciding whether the material in 
question were civil or military. 

Captain Roper stated that the Supreme Council had had to make a 
decision on diis point on the 29th September (h.d. 63),^° on the point being 
raised by the British Delegation. In the text prepared by the British Delega- 
tion the President had been mentioned, but in their minds it was clear that 
the President was merely the interpreter of the Commission. 

Jvl. Berthelot added that this meant the decision of the Commission as 
notified, by the President. 

M. Glemengeau explained that of course the Commission could always 
delegate its powers to the President. 

M. Fromageot made the comment that the two following paragraphs, 
Nos, 4 and 5 on page 4, ought to be omitted in the light of the explanations 
just offered by Marshal Foch, but that the Drafting Committee thought that 
there was still ground for adding to the final paragraph the following phrase 
which was dictated by the analogous terms of paragraph 18 of the annex to 
part VIII of the Treaty: ‘Germany pledges itself not to consider these 
measures as acts of war.’ 

M. Glemengeau did not think this a very happy addition. What were 
they going to do if Germany should refuse to sign that phrase ? 

Marshal Foch announced himself quite hostile to that phrase. 

M. Sgialoja wished to raise another question. In his opinion it would be 
well to ask the Germans to come armed with full powers to sign the protocol, 
but expressly on the understanding that that protocol would not be still 
subject to ratification by the National Assembly. Were they not to take this 
precaution they would expose themselves to the anomaly that the Treaty 
would have come into force while the protocol was in the air; for certain 
articles of the German Constitution left it an open question whether the 
document that they wished to have the German representatives sign would 
be valid without ratification by the legislative authorities. 

See Vol. I, No. 67, minute 2. 
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M. Fromageot wished to point out that in their draft note it was stated 
on page 2 that the German representative who was to sign the protocol must 
be armed with full powers.” 

M. SciALOjA explained that this meant full powers to sign, but it waos 
necessary that this signature should hold Germany without ratification. 

M. Fromageot thought it would be sufficient to modify the first paragraph 
on page 2 of the draft note in the following manner: 

The German Government is therefore asked to give to the German 
representatives, authorized to sign the proces-verbal for the deposit of rati- 
fications, full powers to sign at the same time the protocol of which a copy 
is hereto attached and which provides without further delay for this settle- 
ment.’ 

(It was decided : 

to approve the draft Protocol prepared by the Drafting Committee 
(see Appendix C) to be signed by a representative of the German Govern- 
ment upon the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Peace, with the 
following modifications:” 

(1) Page 1, paragraph 1 : ‘The obligations [, . .] have not been executed or 

have not been entirely fulfilled.’ 

(2) Page 1, paragraph 2:” Eliminate the words ‘within a period of thirty 

days ending on December 11, 1919 [1918].’ 

(3) Page 1, paragraph 3:” This paragraph to be entirely eliminated. 

(4) Page 1, paragraph 4 Eliminate in the second line the word, ‘immedi- 

ately’ and add to the fourth line the words, ‘as soon as the Affies 
judge opportune.’ 

(5) Page 1, paragraph 6:^5 In the third line substitute the word ‘coercive’ 

for ‘consecutive’. 

(6) Page 1, paragraph 7 In the third line substitute the word, ‘fiduciary’ 

for the word, ‘judicial’. 

(7) Page 2, paragraph 2:” Add at the end of this paragraph the words, 

‘and the destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines on their 
way to England to he handed over’. 

(8) Page 2, paragraph 3 .*’‘5 This clause is provisionally reserved, 

(9) Page 2, paragraph 4:^s line 1, substitute for ‘Clauses of the Armistice’, 

‘Armistice Convention’. 

(10) Page 3, paragraph 3:^^ The first part of this paragraph is reserved, 

and at the end thereof are to be added the words, ‘and various other 
merchant vessels.’ 

(11) Page 3, paragraph 5:” Between the words, ‘unexecuted’ and ‘stipu- 

lations’ insert the words, ‘or incompletely executed’. 

See appendix B. 

Gf. note 3 above. 

Numbered paragraph i in appendix C. 

Omitted from appendix G. 

The paragraph references in resolutions 4-9 correspond respectively to numbered 
paragraphs 3-7 in appendix G. 

Draft paragraph in lieu of numbered paragraph 10 in appendix C (cf. note 3 above). 
” Paragraph immediately following numbered paragraph ii in appendix G. 
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(12) Page 4, paragraph 2:5 Add at the end of this paragraph, ‘and the 

destruction in the North Sea of certain submarines on their way to 
England to be handed over’. 

(13) The next paragraph^® was reserved provisionally. 

(14) Page 4, paragraph 4:^ This paragraph to be modified so as to read; 

‘To deliver within a period of ten days, from the date of the signa- 
ture of the present Protocol, the machinery and engines of sub- 
marines U-137, U-138 and tJ-150 by way of reparation for the 
destruction of submarine UG-48, as well as of the three engines of 
submarine U-146, which still remained to be delivered in reparation 
for the submarines destroyed in the North Sea,’ 

(15) Change paragraph 5 on page 4,^^ to read: ‘... according to the deci- 

sion that will be taken, the estimate made and modified [notified] “ 
by the Aeronautic Control Commission as provided for in Article 
210 of the Treaty of Peace and before January 31, 1920.’ 

(16) To omit the two last paragraphs'^ of the same page. 

It was further decided: 

that on account of the changes made in the Protocol, the first paragraph 
on page 2 of the draft note to the German Government” should be modi- 
fied in the following manner : 

‘The German Government is therefore asked to give to the German repre- 
sentatives authorized to sign the proces-verbal for the deposit of ratifica- 
tions, full powders to sign at the same time the Protocol of which a copy is 
hereto attached and which provides without further delay for this settle- 
merit.’) 


4. (The Council had before it a draft reply prepared by the French Dele- 
gation (see Appendix D).) 

Draft reply to the Eyre Crowe proposed to refer this draft back to 

sZ't/AerlmZat Drafting Committee for examination, and also to 
Material State whether the text thereof agreed with the resolutions 

which had just been taken. 

(This proposition was adopted.) 

(It was decided ; 

(1) to refer back to the Drafting Committee the draft reply to the note 

from the German Government dated October 12th. (See Appendix 
D); ^ 

(2) that the Drafting Committee would decide whether the note and the 

protocol which the Allied and Associated Powers had decided to 
send, did not render superfluous the sending of that specific reply.) 

*5 Paragraph in appendix G beginning: ‘ist (A) to deliver as reparation for the destruc- 
tion of the German fleet at Scapa Flow. . 

Penultimate paragraph in appendix C. 

*0 Cf. the text in appendix G. 
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5- (The Council had before it the report from the Central Territorial 
Committee concerning the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier (see 
Reply io the Bulgarian E), and a draft reply from the same Gom- 

Counter-Propositions. mittee to the Bulgarian note concerning Thrace (see 
Appendix F).“*) 

M. Laroche explained that the Committee had not 
been able to agree. Although it was unanimous, as far as 
Thrace was concerned, in refusing the Bulgarian claims, on 
the contrary, a disagreement existed on two other points. Two delegations, the 


{Qjiestions of the 
Dobnidja and of the 
Serbo-Bulgarian 
frontier) 


American and the Italian, were of the opinion that there should be a modifi- 
cation of the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier line as it was defined in the conditions 
of Peace, in two places, namely in the region of Tsaribrod and in the region 
of Bossilegrade. On the contrary, -the three other Delegations were of the 
opinion that the original conditions should remain. With regard to 
the Dobrudja, the Committee was equally divided. On September 5, the 
Supreme Council had decided to examine the question of the Dobrudja when 
it would reply to the Bulgarian propositions. At the preceding meeting, 
Sir Eyre Crowe had proposed that they should confine themselves to answer- 
ing the Bulgarians that the question should not come up in a Treaty between 
Bulgaria and the Allied and Associated Powers, but the American and 
Italian Delegations insisted that the question should be examined anew: as 
far as they were concerned, the question was bound up with that of the 
Serbian frontier. That was the opinion of the majority of the Gommissipn. 
In justification of the changes which they proposed to make in the conditions 
of Peace, the American and Italian Delegations laid stress on arguments 
which were already known, and they also emphasized the feeling which was 
being shown in Bulgaria : they were afraid that the decision of the Conference 
would leave behind them lasting marks of resentment. These arguments were 
not of sufficient value for the majority. The majority, as a matter of fact, 
pointed out that the Serbian Delegation was familiar with the Peace condi- 
tions : should the Council change them at the last minute, the Serbian Allies 
would be the ones to experience that feeling referred to by the minority 
Delegations. The majority w'as of the opinion that the reasons which had 
modified the line of the former Serbo-Bulgarian frontier were still good : they 
had wished to protect in the Vranje region the Belgrade-Salonika railroad 

Not printed. The draft note in this appendix was in two paragraphs. The first read 
as follows: ‘The Allied and Associated Powers have examined the observations of the 
Bulgarian Delegation relative to the frontier of Thrace with most scrupulous attention. 
Before determining this frontier line, such as it is indicated in the Peace Conditions with 
Bulgaria, the Allied and Associated Powers did not fail to fully consider all reasons of an 
ethnical, geographical and even historic order having any influence on their decision. The 
same care has been exercised in studying all arguments presented by the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion. For these reasons, the Allied and Associated Powers see no reason to introduce 
modifications in the outline of the frontier.’ The second paragraph of the note was identical 
with the last paragraph of appendix B to No. It, 

See Vol. I, No. 52, minute 2. 

See No. 9, minute 4. 
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from a Bulgarian aggression; indeed, it should not be forgotten that it was in 
that region, and by reason of the proximity of the railroad to the former 
frontier, the Bulgarian attack had begun in 1915. 

Mr. Polk wished to remark that as far as the Dobrudja was concerned, he 
thought it might be sufficient to insert a phrase on the subject in the covering 
letter; that the Allied and Associated Powers would declare, for instance, 
that the time had not come to discuss the question. Should the majority 
insist, lie would not oppose himself to that decision, but he wished to state 
that he would have to make a formal reservation in the name of the American 
Government. The Dobrudja might become a cause of future war in the 
Balkans^ and America would have some difficulty in interfering in a conflict 
which might be brought about by that question. He therefore wished to ask 
that this reservation be set forth upon the record ; that the American Dele- 
gation would prefer the insertion in the covering letter of a line stating that 
the matter would be taken up with Roumania. Was the Supreme Council 
hostile to this solution? He did not wish to hide the fact that it seemed to 
him a great pity, at a time when they were guaranteeing the protection of 
minorities, to go against the rights of these minorities in the Dobrudja. 

M. PiCHON remarked that the Treaty of 1913 which had decided the future 
of the Dobrudja was prior to the war; there was no reason why they should 
change it as far as Roumania was concerned. 

M. SciALOjA did not wish to insist that the question of the Dobrudja should 
be taken up, but he, however, thought that it could very well be said that it 
did not concern the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

Mr. f^OLK reiterated the fact that he did not ask for the insertion of a 
disposition to that effect in the Treaty itself, nor even for the addition of a 
phrase in their reply to the Bulgarian counter-propositions; he was only 
asking that some words to that effect might be put in the covering letter. 

M. Glemengeau thought this amounted to the same thing; such a phrase 
would be offering a pretext for war. 

M. Laroche continued his comment, and said that in the region of 
Tsaribrod, the Serbians had asked for a rectification of frontiers as far as the 
Dragoman Pass which protected Sofia. The Conference did not wish to go 
so far, but they had to point out that there was a series of mountain railways 
which in that region converged on Pirot and which consequently were the 
roads leading to Nisch; that was the traditional road of the Bulgarian 
invasions. It had appeared to them that there was reason for giving to tlie 
Serbians the strategic key of that road : indeed Serbia did not have any more 
claims to set up against Bulgaria, and therefore it was right to believe that 
there would be no further ambition to satisfy in that direction. On the con- 
trary, Bulgaria would not cease to claim Serbian territories and on that side, 
the reasons for aggression subsisted. As a matter of fact the rectification of 
frontiers in question would only have the effect of passing approximately 
20,000 inhabitants under Serbian authority. 

M. Laroche stated that the report of the minority had been distributed 
and that he was ready to read it. 
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Mr. Polk wished to bring out certain points : first, should they consider 
the text of their first Peace conditions as intangible? Secondly, when the 
question had come up for the first time, M. Tardieu had told them that it was 
only a matter of 7,000 Bulgarians being turned over to Serbian authority. 
On verifying these figures, it was found that as a matter of fact, it was a total 
of nearly 42,000 Bulgarians being turned over as against 93 Serbian in- 
habitants. The only possible justification for this proposed change was to 
give the Serbians the means to attack Sofia without being stopped by any 
intermediary obstacles. He therefore urged the Supreme Council to think 
over the consequences entailed in a decision which meant the handing over 
of 40,000 Bulgarians to the Serbians, so as to facilitate a Serbian attack upon 
Sofia. Even in Serbia the wisest people had seen that this would be a 
mistake which would make more difficult their mission of conciliation. He 
did not wish, however, to retard in any way the hour of Peace, but he felt 
it was his duty to express a very definite protest on this question. 

M. Laroche wished to answer Mr. Polk’s arguments by stating briefly 
that 40,000 Bulgarians in a total population of 4,000,000 inhabitants did not 
represent a very large figure. They had not left Sofia without protection 
since they had let the Bulgarians keep the Dragoman Pass which formed a 
defensive strategic position of the greatest value; and should it be found 
correct that they had ensured advantages to the Serbians, the reason was 
that they were convinced it was the Bulgarians who would attack. A con- 
cession at Staribord [Tsaribrod] would not make the Bulgarians forget eitjier 
Stroumitza or Monastir. 

M. SciALOjA agreed with the American thesis. The arguments of the 
majority, as a matter of fact, did not seem convincing in the least. The 
ethnographic question was a clear one : this was a question of a population 
purely Bulgarian, of a territory which was Bulgarian by its nature and 
history. The only argument which had been invoked was that of the railway; 
on this point, he wished to bring their attention to the fact that there were 
other points on which the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier came nearer thereto than 
in the Bossiligrade region. Why then base upon the existence of a railroad the 
determination of a frontier? From the military standpoint, they could no 
more give Serbia the means of invading Bulgaria than give Bulgaria the 
means of invading Serbia. If Serbia had legitimate fears, one might, to allay 
these, impose on Bulgaria the disarmament of the entrenched camp of Smilitza 
[?Siivnitza]. The truth was that Serbia wished to have an open door on Sofia. 
They ought to be working to ensure equilibrium; they should not admit the 
violation of those very principles of peace which they were striving to 
establish. There would always be causes for war; it was not for them to try 
and bring them about. It was clear that Bulgaria would never admit that 
the Serbs get an open road to Sofia. Lastly, he wished to remark that the text 
which they had communicated to the Serbs was only a draft, and that they 
had a perfect right to change it. 

M. Laroghe stated that at the present time, from a strategic point of view, 
the Serbs were in a position of clear inferiority. It was the line of the present 
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frontier which had allowed in 1915 the Bulgarian invasion. The Peace 
conditions which they had handed to Bulgaria, at the same time as to all their 
Allies, were more than a simple draft. They would be taking a very serious 
responsibility should they modify these conditions. As for the disarmament 
of Smilitza, which M. Scialoja proposed, this would appear to the Bulgarians 
as much more serious than the loss of Staribrod [sic]. 

Mr, Bowman resumed the arguments of the minority as follows : first, lie 
thought it was useless to reinforce the feelings of reciprocal hostility between 
the Bulgarians and the Serbs; secondly, the minority did not consider that 
reasons existed to foresee an invasion of Serbia by the Bulgarians. Bulgaria 
was vanquished, and the Treaty disarmed her as well on land as on sea. 
Precautions had been taken to prevent her reorganizing an army; under 
these conditions she could not think of starting a new war for a long time. 
It was correct that in the Bossiligrade region, the railroad was at a distance 
of about ten miles from the frontier. It was proposed to withdraw this frontier 
to twice that distance, although the population was entirely Bulgarian ; the 
minority would consent to accept this modification, but the case of Tsaribrod 
was entirely different. The frontier on that point formed a salient which 
protected the railroad, and on the other hand, in the southwest, on a point 
where they had been asked to rectify the line, the frontier came much nearer 
to the railroad. The American and Italian Delegations were aware of the 
fact that if one wished to modify the frontier line, the new line as proposed 
wa-s a good one, but the question was whether such modification was neces- 
sary. They still thought that no sufficient reasons were adduced to justify 
such a change ; and when, on the other hand, they pointed out that this was 
the question of greatest interest to Bulgarian opinion, that it would likewise 
in itself be sufficient to prevent a rapprochement between Serbia and Bulgaria, 
that further the draft proposed to them was even opposed by influential men 
in Serbia, they deemed it their duty to maintain their conclusions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that Mr. Polk was perfectly right in saying that 
the Peace conditions which they had handed to the Bulgarians were not 
inalterable. Any modification was difficult when it bore upon a question 
which had been discussed for many months and which had been the result 
of compromise. As a matter of fact the only new point brought up at this 
meeting was more complete statistical information. All the other arguments 
had already been discussed, and he admitted that, in the first Commission, 
all the military experts had agreed that the proposed frontier did not give the 
Serbians offensive military advantages, but only defensive. They were now 
told that the idea of protecting a railroad had no sense, and that a strategical 
argument could never be adduced as against an ethnical one; he would point 
out that the Yugo-Slavs had said the same thing about the line proposed for 
the new Italo-Slav frontier. In preparing the treaties, they had had to make 
compromises on all points. Why maintain that in this question particularly 
principles were sacred? Would it not be wiser to stand by the clauses on 
which they had agreed? They were as a matter of fact assured that the 
Bulgarian Delegation would sign the Treaty in any event: on the contrary 



the conversations he had had with the Serbs had convinced him that if they 
were to make concessions to Bulgaria so as to facilitate in Sofia a signature 
which appeared certain, they were running the risk of having the whole 
treaty jeopardized at Belgrade. The Serbian Delegation which had arrived 
in Paris was in a. difficult situation: it was ready to sign the Treaty with 
Austria. If this new sacrifice were imposed on Serbia, would the delegation 
still be able to sign? Their common desire was to sign Peace as soon as 
possible. They were sure to have the Bulgarian signature; ought they to 
jeopardize the Serbian signature? 

M. PiCHON wished only to add one word to Sir Eyre Crowe’s statement. 
The Serbian Delegates had told him that a concession would mean for certain 
political men a decisive argument in favour of the refusal of Serbia’s signa- 
ture. On the other hand, the intentions of Mr. Trumbic were conciliatory. 
Had the Bulgarians deserved that the Allies should bully the Serbs? He did 
not think so. 

Mr. Polk wished to rectify on one point the statements of Sir Eyre Crowe : 
the American and Italian experts had never accepted the new line of 
frontier; they had always pointed out its dangers. The new line was not the 
work of the Commission; the Supreme Council alone had decided in its 
favour. He did not wish to complicate a difficult situation and he accepted 
that the Council should maintain its former decision, but in that case he felt 
it his duty to protest, to point out once more the dangers of such a decision, 
and to repeat that this decision was made against the advice of the American 
Delegation. The American Delegation did not wish to assume any responsi- 
bility whatsoever in the event of future conflicts which this decision might 
bring about. 

M. SciALOjA wished to associate himself with Mr. Polk’s declaration. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

HStel de Crillon, 

Paris, November i, igig. 

Appendix A to No. io 

Note by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 

On July 1 8th the Council of Five passed certain resolutions. (Attached Ap- 
pendix From these resolutions it will be seen that the General Officer Com- 
manding the British troops in Constantinople and Asia Minor, other than Syria, 
\vas appointed Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Forces in those parts. As 
Gommander-in-Ghief, he was given the specific duty of demarcating a line beyond 
which neither Greek nor Italian troops were to be permitted to move. It would 
appear that the fact of this officer’s appointment as Gommander-in-Ghief was not 
communicated to the Allied troops, as will be seen from the following telegrams : — 

I. The British Gommander-in-Ghief, Constantinople, reported to the Vvar 

2+ Not printed. This annex recapitulated the resolutions printed in Vol. I, No. 14, 
minute 4. 
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Office on September 23rd that the Chief of the French Staff had informed 
his British liaison officer that no intimation had been received from the 
French Government that General Milne had been appointed to the com- 
mand of the Allied troops in Asia Minor. 

2. On the 26th October General Milne reported that for the last two months 
he had been endeavouring to obtain from the General commanding the 
Italian troops in Asia Minor a line of demarcation between the Italian and 
Turkish troops as directed in the instructions referred to above. In a letter 
to General Milne, dated September 30th, the Italian General definitely 
states that he has no knowledge of instructions in the above quoted telegram 
regarding a line of demarcation between the Italian and Turkish Forces. 

General Milne therefoi'e states that so long as the Italian General declines to 
acknowledge his authority, he is unable to take any action in conformity with the 
orders of the Supreme Council, and that he cannot accept the responsibility put 
upon him. 

The British Government, therefore, requests that General Milne’s status may be 
communicated by the respective Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers 
to their subordinates in Constantinople and Asia Minor. 

28/10/19 


Appendix B to No. 10 
Mote to German Government 

. November /, igig. 

By the terms of the linai provisions of the Treaty signed at Versailles, June 28, 
1919, it has been stipulated that: 

‘A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up as soon 
as the Treaty has been ratified by Germany on the one hand, and by three of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on the other hand.’ 

The President of the Peace Conference has the honour of calling to the attention 
of the Government that three of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
namely, the British Empire, France and Italy have ratified, and Germany on the 
other hand, having also ratified the Treaty, the condition referred to above has 
been fulfilled. 

The other Allied and Associated Powers who have up to the present time made 
known their ratification are Belgium, Poland and Siam. 

In compliance with the said provisions, and if the various acts necessary to the 
coming into force of the Treaty be fulfilled in time, there will take place in Paris, 
at a date which will be announced later and notification of which will be given 
five days in advance, a proces-verbal of the deposit of these ratifications, at which 
the German Government is requested to participate. 

The final provisions of the Treaty add : 

‘From the date of this first proces-verbal the Treaty will come into force 
between the High Contracting Parties who have ratified it. For the determina- 
tion of all periods of time provided for in the present Treaty this date will be 
the date of the coming into force of the Treaty.’ 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers have decided that the Treaty shall 
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not go into force until the execution of the obligations which Germany had by the 
Armistice Convention and the additional agreements undertaken to fulfil and 
which have not received satisfaction, shall have been fully carried out. 

The German Government is, therefore, asked to give to the German representa- 
tive, authorized to sign the proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications, also full 
powers to sign at the same time the Protocol, of which a copy is hereto annexed,” 
and which provides without further delay for this settlement. 

Furthermore, the entry into force of the Treaty involves certain consequences 
which, at the present time, it is important to consider. . . 

The German Government therefore is now invited to send to Paris, for November 
loth, 1919, duly qualified representatives for this purpose, to: 

1 . Arrange in agreement with the representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers the conditions for the setting up of the Commissions of Government, of 
Administration and of Plebiscite, the handing over of powers, the transfer of 
services, the entry of Inter-Allied troops, the evacuation of German troops, the 
replacement of the said German authorities and all other measures above pro- 
vided for. 

Attention is now called to the fact that the German authorities must leave intact 
all service organizations and offices, as well as the documents required by the 
Inter-Allied authorities for the immediate entry on their duties; and that the 
German troops must also leave intact all the establishments which they occupy. 

2. Agree with the Staff of the Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, as to the conditions of transport of Inter-Allied troops. 


Appendix G to No. 10 
Protocol 

At the very time of proceeding to the first deposit of ratifications of the Peace 
Treaty, it was ascertained that the following obligations which Germany had 
agreed to execute, in the Armistice Conventions and the complementary agree- 
ments, have not been executed or have not received full satisfaction, viz : 

ist. Ammistice Convention of November ii, 1918,^’ Clause VII: Obligation of 
delivering 5,000 locomotives and 150,000 cars. Forty-two locomotives and 4,460 
cars are still to be delivered. 

2nd. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XII: Obligation of 
withdrawing within the frontiers of Germany the German troops which are in 
Russian territory, as soon as the Allies judge the time proper. This withdrawal of 
troops has not been as yet executed, in spite of the reiterated injunctions of August 
27, September 27 and October 10, 1919. 

3rd. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XIV: Obligation to 
discontinue immediately all requisitions, seizures or coercive measures in Russian 
territory. The German troops continue to .use these methods. 

qth. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XIX: Obligation of 
immediately delivering all documents, specie, values (of property and finance, 

See appendix G below. 

There followed the nine consequences as enumerated in the previous draft in appendix 
A to No. 9. 

Text in Briivth and Foreign State Papers {igiy-igiS), vol. cxi, p. 613 f. 
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with all issuing apparatus) j concerning public or private interests in the invaded 
countries. The complete statement[s] of the specie and securities removed, 
collected or confiscated by the Germans in the invaded countries, have not been 
delivered. 

5th. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XXII: Obligation of 
delivering all German submarines. Destruction of the German submarine 
U. G. 48, off Ferrol, by order of her German Commander, and the destruction in 
the North Sea of certain submarines proceeding to England for delivery. 

6th. Armistice Convention of November ii, 1918, Clause XXIII: Obligation 
of maintaining in the Allied ports the German battleships designated by the Allied 
and Associated Powers, these ships being destined to be ulteriorly delivered; 
Clause XXXI : obligation of not destroying any ships before delivery — on June 21, 
1919, destruction at Scapa Flow of the said ships. 

7th. Protocol of December 17, 1918, annexed to the Armistice Convention of 
December 13, 1918;^® Obligation of restoring all works of art and artistic docu- 
ments removed from France and Belgium. Ail works of art which were transported 
into unoccupied Germany have not been restored. 

8th. Armistice Convention of January 15, 1919,^^ Clause III and Protocol 
392/1, additional Clause III, of July 25, 1919 : Obligation of delivering agricultural 
implements in lieu of the supplementary railroad material provided for in Tables i 
and 2 annexed to the Protocol of Spa, of December 17, 1918. — The following were 
not delivered on the date fixed (October i, 1919) : 40 ‘Heucke’ ploughing outfits; all 
the personnel necessary to operate the apparati, all the spades; 1,500 shovels, 1,130 
ploughs T.M.^° 23/26; 1,765 ploughs T.F. 18/21; 1,512 ploughs T.F. 23/26; 629 
Belgian ploughs T.F. o m. 20; 1,205 Belgian ploughs T.F. 0 m. 26; 4,282 harrows 
of 2k. 5Qo; 2,157 steel cultivators; 966 fertilizer spreaders 2m. 50; 1,608 ferti- 
lizer spreaders 3m. 50. 

9th. Armistice Convention of Januaiy 16, 1919, Clause VI: Obligation of 
restoring the industrial material removed from French and Belgian territories. 
All this material has not been restored. 

loth. Convention of January 16, 1919, Clause VIII: Obligation of placing the 
entire German Merchant Fleet at the disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers. 
A certain number of ships, of which delivery had been requested by virtue of this 
clause, have not yet been delivered. 

nth. Protocols of the Brussels Conferences of March 13th and 14th, 1919: 
Obligation of not exporting any war material of any nature. Exportation of aerial 
material to Sweden, Holland and Denmark. 

A certain number of the above unexecuted or incompletely executed stipula- 
tions were renewed by the Treaty of June 28, 1919, the going into force of which 
will of right render applicable the sanctions provided for. This applies, in parti- 
cular, to the various payments in kind stipulated as reparation. 

On the other hand, the question of the evacuation of the Baltic provinces was 
the object of an exchange of notes and decisions, which are in course of execution. 
The Allied and Associated Powers expressly confirm the contents of their notes, 
the execution of which Germany, by the present protocol, agrees to carry out 
loyally and strictly. 

Text: op. cit, p. 627. 

39 In error for January 16, 1919; text in British and Foreign State Papers voL cxii, 

pp. 896-9, 

30 In error for T.F. 

H5 


n L 



Lastly, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot overlook, without sanction, the 
other infractions committed against the Armistice Conventions, and violations as 
serious as the destruction of the German Fleet at Scapa Flow, the destruction of 
the submarine U. G. 48 ofFFerrol, and the destruction in the North Sea of certain 
submarines proceeding to England for delivery. 

Consequently, Germany agrees : 

ist. (A) to deliver as reparation for the destruction of the German Fleet at 
Scapa Flow : 

{a) Within a period of sixty days from the signing of the present protocol and 
under the conditions provided for by paragraph 2 of Article 185 of the Treaty 
of Peace, the following five light cruisers: Konigsberg, Pillaii, Graudenz, Regensburg, 
Strassburg- 

[b] Within a period of ninety days from the signing of the present protocol, and 
in all respects in good condition and ready to function, such a number of floating- 
docks, floating cranes, tugs, and dredgers, equivalent to a total displacement of 
400,000 tons, as the Principal Allied and Associated Powers may demand. 

As regards the docks, the lifting power will be considered as displacement. In 
the number of docks above provided for, there should be about seventy-five per 
cent, of docks of over 10,000 tons. The totality of this material must be delivered 
in situ, 

(B) To be delivered within a period of ten days from the signing of the present 
protocol : 

A complete list of all the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers which 
are German property. This list, which will be delivered to the Inter-Allied Naval 
Control Commission, provided for by Article 209 of the Peace Treaty, will include 
the material which, on the nth of November, 1918, belonged to the German 
Government, or in which the German Government had an important interest at 
that date. 

(C) The officei’s and men who formed the crews of the battleships sunk at Scapa 
Flow, and who are actually detained by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, with the exception of those whose surrender is provided for by Article 228 
of the Peace Treaty, will be repatriated at the latest when Germany will have com- 
plied with the above paragraphs A and B. 

(D) The destroyer B 98 will be considered as one of the 42 destroyers, the 
delivery of which is provided for by Article 185 of the Peace Treaty. 

Qnd. To deliver -within a period of ten days from the signing of the present 
protocol : the machinery and engines of the submarines U-137, U-138 and U-I50, 
to offset the destruction of the submarine U. G. 48, as well as the three engines of 
the submarine U-146, which is still to be delivered, to offset the destruction of sub- 
marines in the North Sea. 

3rd. To pay to the Allied and Associated Governments: the value of the ex- 
ported aerial material, according to the decision and the estimation which will be 
made and notified by the Aerial ControTGommission, provided for by Article 210 
of the Peace Treaty, and before the 31st of January, 1920. 

In case Germany should not fulfil these obligations within the time above 
specified, the Allied and Associated Powers reserve the right to have recourse to 
any coercive measures, military or other, which they may deem appropriate. 

Done in Paris 1919. 

.146.- 
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The French Delegation 

Draf t of Reply to a Note of the German Government of the 12th of October 

( lyaho Mo. 36 jg) 

1 . The refusal, expressed in paragraph one, to admit that the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers have the right to spontaneously make definite decisions, is in contra- 
diction with the Terms of Article 204, paragraph 2, of the Peace Treaty, drawn up 
as follows : 

‘They (Inter-Allied Commissions of Control) will communicate to the German 
authorities the decisions w^hich the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
(therefore the Supreme Council) have reserved the right to take, or which the 
execution of military, naval and air clauses may necessitate.’ 

2. The objection raised by the first alinea of paragraph 2 of the German note 
has been considered by the Supreme Council in its meeting of the 23rd of August, 

After having examined the text of the convention of Brussels and of the 
telegram from the Economic Supreme Council under date of the 25th of March, 
account being taken of the lifting of the blockade, the Supreme Council, consider- 
ing that the agreement made by Germany to execute the terms of Article 202 
confers on the Allied and Associated Powers property rights over the material to 
be delivered, has decided that: 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers will inform Germany that they insist upon 
the principle established that Germany must not alienate her aeronautical 
Tnateriai. However, the Allied and Associated Powers, making use of their property 
rights, ilpon this material, reseiwe . . 

3. The assertion contained in the second alinea of paragraph 2, according to 
which ‘Article 169 of the Treaty provides for the delivery of the material, in order 
to be destroyed or rendered unserviceable’, is inaccurate in the particular case of 
the aeronautical material, because Article 159,^"*' chaptfer 2 of Section i, ‘Military 
Clauses’, only relates to the munitions and the war material referred to in this 
section of the Military Glauses ‘and does not provide at all for the fate of the aero- 
nautical material, which is the object of Section 3“clauses concerning the military 
and naval air service” 

The fate of this material is decided by Article 202, which does not provide for 
any destruction, but ‘for the delivery, in a period of tw^o months, to the places which 
wall be indicated’^^ with interdiction ‘to shift this material without special authoriza- 
tion of the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

4. According to paragraph 3 of the German note, the Allied and Associated 
Powers refused to admit that there exists any German civilian aircraft. This 
assertion is not mentioned in any of the notes sent to the German Government but 

See document 4 in appendix A to No. 8. 

See Vol. I, No, 41, minute 5. 

Punctuation as in original. 

2 “* In error for 169. 

Inverted commas as in original. 

The text of the treaty reads: ‘Delivery must be effected at such places as the said 
Governments may select, and must be completed within three months.’ 

3 ’ The quotation is in the sense, but not the words, of the treaty. 
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on the other hand this Government has been informed by telegram, communicat- 
ing the decision taken by the Supreme Council on the 6th of Augustus that: 

‘The Allies are aware that military aeroplanes are transformed into com- 
mercial aeroplanes. The President of the Inter-Allied Aerial Control Com- 
mission will be the only judge to declare whether an aeroplane is military or not.’ 
The reason for this is that the Supreme Council has admitted that ‘aircraft con- 
structed since the Armistice according to entirely new plans, might be considered 
as civilian aircraft’. Therefore, there could only be in Germany a limited number 
of aircraft. Consequently, until the Inter-Allied Aerial Control Commission has 
given its opinion on the subject of this aircraft, which the German Government 
claims to be of a civilian nature, it has been decided (29th of September, 1919) 
that : 

‘All aeronautical material existing in Germany must be considered as war 
material, and for this reason, can be neither exported nor alienated, nor loaned, 
nor utilized, nor destroyed, but must be stored until the Inter-Allied [Aerial 
Commission of Control has decided upon its nature.’ 

5. It is true that concerning the execution of the aeronautical clauses of the 
Peace Treaty, a great number of details were settled by direct negotiations between 
the German Government and the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission, 
‘especially appointed to supervise the execution of these ciauses’^^ (Article 203) 
and ‘especially directed with the supervision of the execution of the deliveries 
provided by the obligations of the German Government (Article 204 — paragraph 

But this Commission cannot, in any case, definitely ‘settle the questions at stake’ 
(German Note — paragraph 4) but will often have to call for orders from the 
Supreme Council, and ‘to inform the German authorities of the decisians which 
the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have reserved the 
right to take, or which the execution of the aeronautical clauses might necessitate.’^'^ 
(Article 204 — paragraph 2.) 

Appendix E to No. 10 
Central Territorial Committee 

Report to the Supreme Council on the Bulgarian Demands concerning the 
Serbo-Bulgarian Frontier 

On the question of the frontiers between Serbia and Bulgaria, the Central 
Territorial Committee has not succeeded in reaching a unanimous decision. 

The British and French and Japanese Delegations are of the opinion that the 
line of the frontier as described in the peace conditions with Bulgaria should be 
maintained. 

This line was in fact adopted by the Supreme Council after having been unani- 
mously proposed by the Commission on Jugo-Slav Affairs, which took its decision 
only after having considered all the elements of the problem. None of the argu- 
ments stated by the Bulgarians has appeared of a nature to justify any changes in 
the line adopted. 

In these circumstances, the British, French and Japanese Delegations do not 
believe that the only hope [jfc] of facilitating for Bulgaria the accomplishment of 
38 See Vol. I, No. 29, minute 14, 
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the treaty which is imposed upon her can counter-balance the grave inconveniences 
which there would be in modifying a decision made with full knowledge of the 
facts and which has been notified not only to Bulgaria, but to the Allied Serb- 
Groat-Slovene Government. 

Report of American and Italian Delegations 

The American and Italian Delegations propose that in the regions of Tzaribrocl 
and Bossilegrade [Bosilovgrad] the rectifications in favour of Serbia be withdrawn 
and that the boundary in these districts be maintained at the Serbo-Bulgarian 
frontier of 1914. 

In support of this proposition the two Delegations submit the following : — 

1. The population concerned, numbering more than 40,000, is almost 100% 
Bulgarian — 

(Tzaribrod district — Bulgarians 20,384; Serbs 79) 

(Bossilegrade „ — „ 21,839; „ 12) 

(Bulgarian statistics — 1910.) 

2. The natural economic outlets of the districts are towards Sofia, 

3. The proposed frontier would bring the Serbian frontier 10 kilometres nearer 
Sofia, leaving it only 54 kilometres from the Bulgarian capital. 

4. The new frontier possesses no natural advantages over the former frontier, 
in general it follows lower ridges, and in the Bossilegrade district cuts two valley 
heads, which are apparently inaccessible by road from the Serbian side. 

5. By the present Treaty the Allies have already made concessions to Serbia at 
the expense of Bulgaria in granting the districts of Strumitza and Koula (Vidin), 
where tlte population is overwhelmingly Bulgarian, 

6. By accepting the new strategic frontiers the Allies may well expose themselves 
to the charge brought against Austria-Hungary, when in the second Treaty of 
Bucharest, 1918, the latter advanced the Hungarian frontier in Transylvania, on 
purely strategic grounds, to include the valley heads of the Roumanian streams. 

7. The cession of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrade will result in augmenting the 
large number of refugees already in Bulgaria (now some 400,000), who are a 
danger for the public security of the country and form centres of propaganda 
against Bulgaria’s neighbours. 

In case the Serbians consider that the entrenched camp at Slivnitza is a danger 
for their own frontier, the Allied Powers can make provisions for its destruction. 

In supporting the frontier proposed in the draft of the Bulgarian Treaty for the 
districts of Tzaribrod and Bossilegrade, the British and French Delegations 
emphasize strategic considerations and the inconvenience of modifying a frontier 
already notified. 

In reply the American and Italian Delegations assert that strategic considera- 
tions should not outweigh clear ethnic considerations and the wishes of the people 
concerned. As regards the modification of a previous decision, in the cases of 
neither the German nor the Austrian Treaty have the Allies hesitated to make 
rectifications where such appeared justified. 

The American and Italian Delegations are firmly convinced that the main- 
tenance of the proposed frontier, by its flagrant violation of ethnic considerations 
in favour of strategic frontiers, by its perpetual threat and humiliation to the 
Bulgarian capital, can only render more difficult the maintenance of peace in the 
Balkans. 
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The American and Italian Delegations contend that Bulgarian public and 
ofilciai opinion is more strongly opposed to the changes on the western frontier than 
to any oilier boundary alterations. We believe that so unexpected a blow, one 
which is peculiarly painful because it strikes at the security and pride of the 
national capital, will serve as the basis of protracted propaganda and eventually 
of war. That the blow was unexpected gives no assurance that its effects will soon 
pass. The deckling question is this: does the act fall within the general rules or 
principles of the Conference? We assert that it does not. 


No. 11 

H. D. 8i .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, Pichoids Room^ Quai dHi'say, Paris ^ on Saturday^ 
November i, igig, at g.go pm. 

Present: U.S.A.-. Hon, F. L. PoUc; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr, H. Norman. 

France'. M. Pichon; secretaries, M, Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 
Italy'. M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. G. 

Lothian Small. France: M, Massigli, Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following ^v"ere also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Bliss, Rear Admiral McGuliy, Lt. Commander Koehler, 
Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Hon. G. H. Tufton, Lt, Col. Kisch, Captain Fuller, R.N., 
Commander Dunne, R.N., Commander McNamara, R.N., Mr. A. 
Deeper. 

France: General Weygand, General Desticker, M. Sergent, M. Flenri 
Berenger, M. Laroche, M. Larnaude, Commandant Le Vavasseur, 
Commandant La Combe, M. de Montille. 

Italy: General Gavallero, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Mancioli, Gapt. de 
Cor. Ruspoli, Prince Boncampagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka, M. Adatci, Commandant Ohsumi. 

I- 

erctocolMaimio [Not printed]' 

Unexecuted Clauses 
of the Armistice 

J ‘Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he had reached an agreement with Mr. Polk and M. Henri 
Berenger’ with respect to numbered paragraph lo of the draft protocol (see No. lo, 
minute 3 and appendix G), which now read: ‘10. Convention of January 16, 1919, 
Clause VIII: Obligation to put the entire German Mercantile Marine at the disposal of 
the Allied and Associated Powers. A certain number of vessels, whose delivery had been 
demanded by virtue of this clause, have not yet been handed over.’ The Supreme Council 
adopted this text. Sir E. Crowe observed that ‘the question of the final distribution of tank 
ships remained undecided as between the Allies’. 
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2. (The Council had before it the draft reply prepared by the Central 
Territorial Committee (see Appendix A).) 
to the Laroghe Stated that, as a result of the decision taken 

Proposals by the Council at its morning meeting, this Committee had 

prepared a draft reply'^ relative to the frontiers of Bulgaria 
(see Appendix B). 


(He then read the text of this draft reply, which was approved.) 

(The draft replies concerning Part I (Covenant of the League of Nations)!. 
Part III, Section IV (Protection of Minorities), Part IV, Section II (Naval 
Clauses), and Part IV, Section III (Clauses conoerning Military and Nava! 
Aviation), were approved, with the exception that the third paragraph of 
this draft reply (Part IV, Section III) was eliminated.) 


M. Laroche said that the Military Representatives were in favour of 
suppressing Secret Articles I, II and III of the Military Convention. The 
Naval Commission, which had met that morning, was likewise in favour of 
suppressing Secret Article IV. Thus, all the Secret Articles were suppressed,^ 
and the answ^er could be made to Bulgaria that she would not have to concern 
herself with expenses of occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty, 
inasmuch as after that time there would be no occupation. The Military 
Representatives were disagreed on two points of the Military Glauses. Three 
Delegations thought that Bulgaria’s demands concerning the reintroduction 
of obligatory military service could not be accepted at the present time, but 
tlfat the question should later be examined anew. This was the opinion of 
the American, French and Italian Delegation[s]. The Japanese Delegation 
w^as not represented. The British Delegation was opposed to this concession. 
Likewise, the British Delegation could not agree to the recommendation of 
the majority of the Military Representatives that Bulgaria should be autho- 
rized to form a corps of frontier guards consisting of 3,000 men. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the first question was one on which the British 
Government could not change its position. If the head of his Government 
were there, he was sure that he would not yield ; for a principle was at stake 
on which there could be no compromise. If a concession were made to 
Bulgaria on this point she would be granted an advantage which no other 
enemy had obtained. Moreover, having in mind the principle of eventual 
disarmament, the abolition of conscription was an unquestioned step in 
advance. The British Empire had introduced this principle and he thought 
the United States would likewise do so. On the other hand, with respect to 
the second point, the British Delegation might accept a compromise; it 
would accept the view' of the majority if it were distinctly understood that the 
corps of frontier guards should only be recruited by voluntary enlistment. ^ 


2 For a text of the secret articles of the Bulgarian armistice convention of September 29, 
1918, see Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, iqtq: The Paris Peace 
Corvference (Washington, 1942 £), vol. ii, p. 242. 

3 The text of the part of the reply in question contained in appendix A had evidently 
been corrected in the light of the discussion in the Supreme Council. 



M. PrcHON said that he agreed with the British argument. This principle 
had been applied with respect to other enemy Powers, and there was no 
reason to make an exception here. 

General Desticker explained that all the Military Representatives had 
realized that it was a serious matter to modify an accepted principle, but 
that Bulgaria had adduced concrete arguments which appeared to be of 
considerable weight; he pointed out that, for a population of 65,000,000 
inhabitants in Germany, the Council had allowed an Army of 100,000 men. 
Being an agricultural country, Bulgaria, -with 5,000,000 inhabitants could 
never recruit ao,ooo men. If the proportion was to be maintained, either the 
Bulgarian Army should be reduced to 7,000 or 8,000 men, or the German 
Army should be increased to 260,000 men. 

M. PiCHON pointed out that the same reasoning could have been applied 
to Austria. Nevertheless the army of Austria, with a population of 6,000,000, 
had been fixed at 30,000. To violate a principle is more serious than to be 
illogical in a matter of proportion. 

General Cavallero observed that the Military Representatives had not 
failed to bear in mind the question of Austria; they had thought, however, 
that Austria, a country with a large urban population and comprising in its 
territory the remnants of a large army, would only encounter difficulties of a 
financial nature in recruiting a volunteer army. On the other hand, Bulgaria 
was an agricultural country whose population showed no taste for military 
service. They had thought that an army of 20,000 men was necessary to 
Bulgaria. She should be able to recruit such an army, or else the contrary “to 
what was necessary for the maintenance of order would be arrived at. 
Finally it should not be forgotten that there were in Bulgaria extreme ele- 
ments, comitadjis and others. It was almost certain that these elements 
would constitute the bulk of the army, and they were elements of disorder. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the arguments advanced by General 
Cavallero proved that the Council had been right in adopting the principle 
of voluntary recruiting. The difficulties which the Balkan States would 
encounter in the formation of volunteer armies would deter them from adopt- 
ing a warlike policy. 

M. PiCHON thought that the most reasonable course was to maintain the 
principle which had been adopted. 

Mr, Polk agreed. 

M. Matsui likewise agreed. 

M. SciALOjA suggested that it could be said that the Council of the League 
of Nations w^ould be competent to modify the Peace conditions on this point. 

M. Laroche thought it would not be well to put this in writing. 

M. PiCHON pointed out that it was a reply that could be delivered orally 
to the Bulgarians if the question were raised. 

The draft replies concerning Part V, Section I (Prisoners of War and 
Graves), Part VI (Penalties), Part VII (Reparations), Part VIII (Financial 
Clauses), Part IX (Economic Glauses) and Part XI (Ports, Waterways and 
Railways), were approved. 
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Tte draft reply concerning Part XII (Labour), was adopted after sup- 
pressing the second paragraph thereof^ 

It was understood that if the ^xilgarian Delegation asked that Bulgarian 
Representatives should attend the International Labour Conference at 
Washijigtoii a favourable reply should he given them orally. 

M. Laroche pointed out that in the draft covering letter the Bulgarian 
Delegation was accorded lo days within which to submit its reply. This delay 
had seemed necessary on account of the distance and of the fact that there 
were no daily trains to Sofia. 

Mr. Polk asked if such a long delay was absolutely necessary. 

M. PiCHON observed that the reply to the Bulgarian counter-proposals 
would he delivered on November 3rd and that the time for the Bulgarian 
final reply would run until November 13th, He proposed to grant the 
Bulgarians 10 days but not to consent to any prolongation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that when the reply was delivered the Bul- 
garian Delegation could be orally informed that it would be useless for it to 
ask for a further delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished especially to thank the Commissions entrusted 
with preparing the replies to Bulgaria and the draft protocol, for the energy 
and ability they had shown: thanks to their untiring efforts two very im- 
portant questions had been settled in an exceedingly short time. 

Mr. Polk wished to join in this expression of thanks. 

M. PiCHON said that the Council was glad to extend its hearty congratula- 
tions to these Commissions. 

It was decided : 

(1) to accept the draft reply prepared hy the Centra! Territorial Com- 

mittee to the three letters of the Bulgarian Delegation dated 
October 24th (see Appendix A), mth the follo’iving modifications: 

{a) Military Clauses. 3 — In the reply to the Bulgarian Delegation it 
should not be stated that the Allied and Associated Powers 
reserve the right to examine anew article 65 of the Treaty of 
Peace, at such time as the Commissions of Control which will be 
sent to Bxilgaria shall have gwen them exact information as to 
the possibilities for recruiting the Bulgarian Army. 

(6) Military Clauses. — It should be stipulated that the special corps of 
frontier guards whose creation is authorized and whose strength 
may not exceed 3,000 men, cannot he recruited in any other way 
than by voluntary enlistment. 

(c) Clauses concerning Mihtary and Naval Aviation. — The third para- 

graph of the draft reply on this point should be eliminated. 

(d) Part XII (Labour).3 — The second paragraph of the draft reply on 

this point should be eliminated. 

(2) that the draft covering letter should likewise be approved. 

It was further decided : 

to approve the reply prepared hy the Central Territorial Committee, 
relative to the frontiers of Bulgaria, in conformity with the decisions taken 
by the Council at its preceding meeting. (Appendix B.) 
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3- M. Berthelot communicated to the Council a memorandum from 
Marshal Foch concerning a request for assistance made by 
Assutance to the Latvian Government and a draft reply to this request. 

Latvian Government 


(See Appendix G.) 


It was decided : 

(1) to approve the recommendations of Marshal Foch with respect to the 

reply to be made to the Latvian Government’s request for assis- 
tance ; 

(2) that Marsha! Foch should communicate this reply to the Latvian 

Government. (See Appendix C). 


4. Captain Fuller read a report of the Naval Representatives dated 


Reparation for the 
sinking of the 
German fleet at 
Scapia Flow 


November ist, 1919. (See Appendix D.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked how much of this report should be 
inserted in the protocol to be signed by the representative of 
the German Government. Part of the report only concerned 
the Allied and Associated Governments and could only be 


discussed between them. 


Captain Fuller said that paragraphs (a) and (b) of Section i and all of 
Section a should be inserted in the protocol. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether Section 3 should likewise be inserted. 

Captain Fuller said that it was not necessary. 

Mr. Polk felt sure that during the coming week it would not be difficult 
for an agreement to be reached as to the details of this Section but he thought 
it better to insert in the protocol only the provisions essential thereto. 

Captain Fuller said that with respect to delivery of the light cruisers it 
should be specified that their delivery should take place within two months, 
that is to say, within the period which had elsewhere in the Treaty of Peace 
been provided for the delivery of vessels. On the other hand, the list of 
material to be delivered should be transmitted to the Allied Naval Com- 


mission of Control within 10 days as provided in the report. The majority 
of the naval representatives thought that the Allied Naval Commission of 
Control should itself draw up the list of material whose delivery was de- 
manded in accordance with certain principles indicated in the report. The 
xA.inerican representative had asked that the powers of this Commission of 
Control should be limited to determining the percentage of the different 
classes of maritime material demanded. In order to arrive at an agreement 
v/ith the American Representative the majority had been prepared to ask as 
much as 80% of the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers which 
belonged to the German Government on November nth, 1918, and 80% 
of the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in which the German 
Government had a predominant interest on November nth, 1918, but it had 
not been possible to arrive at an agreement. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objection to make with respect to light cruisers 
but that his Naval Advisers had made reservations with respect to floating 
docks of over 10,000 tons whose delivery was provided for. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe observed that it was, nevertheless, necessary that the 
protocol indicate the total tonnage demanded from the Germans. 

Mr, Polk inquired if it would not suffice to state in the protocol tliat the 
Germans should deliver a number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and 
dredgers equivalent to the displacement of 400,000 tons. 

Captain Fuller thought not; he thought it important that the Germans 
should have definite information as to what they would be asked to deliver. 

SiR Eyre Crowe observed that the question was complicated by the fact 
that two of the most important floating docks owned by Germany were at 
Dantzig. If they were taken there was a risk of incurring protests on the part 
of the F-ree City of Dantzig and of the Polish Government, Therefore, it was 
important to specify the percentage of docks of over 10,000 tons displacement 
which were to be demanded. 

Mr. Polk asked if paragraph [b) of Section I of the report could not be 
drafted as follows: 

‘Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, up 
to a total displacement of 400,000 tons, as the Allied and Associated Powers 
may demand.’ 

Captain Fuller thought that it was better to say: ‘equivalent to the dis- 
placement’, otherwise the Germans might think that the 400,000 tons consti- 
tuted a maximum, and the Allied and Associated Powers would run the risk 
of not obtaining the full amount. 

. Mr. Polk said that he did not wish to make the Allies lose a single ton to 
which they were entitled, but if a wording was insisted upon which might 
involve stripping the German ports of all their maritime material he would 
have to ask for instructions from his Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the information at his disposal showed that 
there was no question of stripping the German ports. 

Mr. Polk said that he could not unreservedly accept the figures given by 
the majority because they had not yet been verified. However, he was ready 
to accept the wording proposed by the majority, if it was clearly understood 
that the German ports would not be stripped of all their material and that 
the composition of the reparation to be demanded would only be decided by 
the Council after he had received instructions from Washington on that point. 

Captain Fuller pointed out that Sections 4 and 6 should equally be 
inserted in the protocol. 

(This recommendation was adopted.) 

(It was decided : 

(1) that paragraph 1 (&) of the report of the Naval Representatives con- 
cerning the compensation to be demanded of the German Govern- 
ment for the sinking of its warships at Scapa Flow (see Appendix D) 
be modified to read: ‘Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, 
tugs and dredgers, equivalent to the displacement of 400,000 tons, 
as the Allied and Associated Powers may demand. The lifting 
power of a dock to be taken, as displacement, and approximately 
75% of the docks over 10,000 tons are to be included’ ; and that as 
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tliBs modified, the said report should be approved ; provided that 
the composition of the compensation to be taken from the German 
Government should only be decided by the Supreme Council after 
Mr« Polk had received the instructions of his Government on that 
point. 

(2) that paragraph 1, modified as above, paragraph 2, paragraph 4 and 
paragraph 6 of the said report be incorporated in the Protocol rela- 
tive to unexecnted clauses of the Armistice.) 

5. M. Berthelot stated that the Drafting Committee had found, after 
examination, that it would be superfluous to send the draft 
reply submitted to it by the Council, in view of the, stipula- 
tions contained in the Protocol to be signed by Germany. 
(See H.D. 80, Minute 4.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris^ November j, igiQ. 


Appendix A to No. i i 

Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of the Bulgarian Dele- 
gation on the Conditions of Peace 
Document i 

Peace Conference paris, November 3, igig. 

The Chairman. 

To: His Excellency Mr, Theodoroff, Chairman of the Bulgarian Delegation, 

Neuilly. 

Sir, 

The Allied and Associated Powers have considered, with the greatest care, the 
observations submitted to them by the Bulgarian Delegation, in its three letters 
dated October 24.^ 

They have taken cognizance with satisfaction of the Bulgarian Government’s 
favourable I'eception of those clauses in the conditions of peace which relate to the 
League of Nations, the Protection of Minorities, and to Labour. They are pleased 
to observe in this adherence by Bulgaria to the various conditions of Parts I, III 
and XII of the Treaty, that country’s desire henceforward to conduct her policy 
in accordance with the broadly humanitarian principles and ideas of international 
solidarity which have inspired the Allied and Associated Powers. 

In a second document, the Bulgarian Delegation further asked that alterations 
should be made in some of the provisions of the Treaty, and more especially those 
relating to the military, financial and economic clauses, etc. 

Finally, in another letter relating to territorial questions, the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion, discussing the responsibilities incurred by its country through having entered 
No. 10. s See No. 6, note i. 
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Draft Reply to the 
German Note of 
October isth, rela- 
tive to the Sale of 



the war against the Entente Powers, attempted to mitigate the same by urging that 
Bulgaria was forced into the war by a party Government, the large majority of the 
population being in favour of the Entente. In this connexion the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion alleges that the German alliance was merely an accident as far as Bulgaria 
was concerned, whilst representing for other Balkan States the permanent basis 
on which they conducted their policy. It also denied the charge that Bulgaria ever 
entertained ideas of hegemony calculated to imperil the peace of the Balkans. 
On the other hand it denounced the ambitions of neighbouring countries, to whom 
it ascribed the responsibility for the war. 

The Allied and Associated Powers do not wish to follow the Bulgarian Delega- 
tion in this discussion. The eloquence of facts is sufficient for them. 

If it were true that Bulgarian public opinion was not unanimously favourable to 
the idea of an alliance with the Central Powers, the support of the country Vi^as 
nevertheless given to a Government which satisfied its territorial cravings by 
undertaking a policy of conquest. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot forget that the Bulgarian troops, 
sustained by popular sentiment, did not hesitate to attack the Serbian army from 
the rear and without provocation, thus paralyzing the heroic resistance which that 
army was opposing on another front to invaders who menaced the independence 
of Serbia. 

When the Bulgarian troops were led against Roumania, not only did they seize 
the territories on the right bank of the Danube claimed by Bulgaria, but they also 
crossed the river, acting as the vanguard of the German armies. Everywhere they 
showed by their attitude that they wished to slake their hatred of the occupied 
country. There, as in Serbia and Greece, Bulgaria waged a war of conquest and 
pillage aiad public opinion applauded the success of her armies. 

The Bulgarian Delegation alleges that its country did not believe that in the war 
which it had declared it would be opposed by the Powers of the Entente. How 
could the Bulgarian people believe for an instant that the Serbian Army would be 
left without help from its Allies, when the terrible struggle in which that Army was 
engaged with the Central Empires had for its origin the aggression of Austria- 
Hungary against Serbia? If the slightest doubt could have existed in this respect 
amongst the Bulgarian troops, how can it be explained that, when they found 
themselves in contact with the troops of the Entente, their country showed no 
disposition to withdraw and i-enounce a combat against the Powers who had 
contributed most towards Bulgarian independence? It was not until the Bulgarian 
Army was conquered in the field and forced to lay down its arms that Bulgaria 
asked for peace. She waited until that moment to disavow the Government which 
had dragged her into a fatal adventure. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot lose sight of the fact that, by ranging 
herself on the side of the Central Empires and by remaining in that alliance until 
the moment when their defeat appeared certain, Bulgaria broke the principal line 
of communication between Russia and her Allies, opened to Germany the road 
to the east, and thus rendered inevitable the prolongation of the war. She is, 
therefore, responsible for the terrible evils which resulted therefrom. 

Nevertheless, it is no idea of vengeance which has animated the Allied and 
Associated Powers in preparing the conditions of peace handed to the Bulgarian 
Delegation on September I g. 

These Powers do not dream of making Bulgaria expiate all her faults of the past. 
They wish merely to establish a peace which shall be just and consequently durable 
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and fertile. They feel that the conditions of peace, drawn up in no heat of passion, 
are calculated to ensure the peaceful development of Bulgaria and to allow her to 
re-establish her normal economic existence wthin a short period. In this connection, 
they would remind her of the fact that she is guaranteed a free economic outlet on 
the Aegean. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have, none the less, examined the observa- 
tions formulated by the Bulgarian Delegation with the most scrupulous attention. 
The appended Notes*" answer the various requests contained in the letters of 
October 24, but must not be considered an authorized interpretation of the Treaty. 

If the Allied and Associated Powers do not answer all the questions raised by 
the Bulgarian Delegation it is because, after examining them, they did not feel able 
to settle them as requested. Non-receipt of a reply must not, therefore, be held to 
mean consent. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have acceded to the wishes expressed by the 
Bulgarian Delegation in a certain number of points. The altera tions thus made in 
the draft Treaty are final. 

On all other points the text presented to the Bulgarian Delegation remains un- 
changed, as appears from the document appended to the present letter. This text 
can now only be accepted or rejected as it stands. 

The Bulgarian Delegation will be so good as to inform the Allied and Associated 
Powers, within a period of ten days from the date of the present communication, 
whether it is prepared to sign the Treaty in its present form. 

After that period, the Armistice concluded on September 29, 1918, will be 
considered at an end and the Allied and Associated Powers will take any steps they 
may thinlc fit. 

I remain, etc. 

G. Glemenceau. 

Document 2 
Part I 

THE COVENANT OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 
{Articles i to 26) 

In expressing her wish to be received into the League of Nations as soon as 
possible, Bulgaria declares herself especially anxious to prove her good faith before 
an august legal Association capable of judging her according to her real deserts 
and her zeal to acquit herself of her international obligations. 

The Allied and Associated Powders note this statement, which conforms to their 
ideas, witli satisfaction. The future attitude of Bulgaria, if agreeing with the inten- 
tions above set forth, will no doubt be such as to facilitate and hasten her admission 
to the League of Nations. 

Part II 

FRONTIERS OF BULGARIA 
{Articles 27 to 55.) 

[Not printed]’^ 

Document 2 below, 

’ Part II of the draft reply was the same in substance, though not in detailed drafting, 
as the text in appendix B below, approved by the Supreme Council. 
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Part III 

POLITICAL GLAUSES 
Section IV. Protection of Minorities 
{Articles 4g to 57) 

[Not printed]® 

Part IV 

MILITARY, NAVAL, AND AIR GLAUSES 
Section I. Military Glauses 
{Articles 64-82) 

After consideration of the counter-proposals formulated by the Bulgarian 
Delegation, the Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers have the honour 
to communicate below their decision with regard to the Military Glauses. 

Military Clauses 

1. The modification proposed to Article 65 would result in allowing the Bul- 
garian State to incorporate each year more than half of the annual class, and thus 
to give a military training to the majority of the able-bodied population. 

However strong the social and economic arguments, put forward by the Bul- 
garian Delegation, may be, the institution of a military regime based on com- 
ptJlsory service is absolutely contrary to the principle of the reduction of armaments 
that the Allied and Associated Powers have agreed to impose on their former 
enemies, as alone being able to ensure the peace of the world in the future. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

2. The modification proposed to Article 66 would result in raising the strength 
of the Bulgarian army from 20,000 to 25,000 men. This addition would be con- 
trary to the principle of the reduction of armaments mentioned above ; it is also in 
no way justified by any argument contained in the Bulgarian counter-proposals. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

3. The modification proposed to Article 69 and which would result in the 
creation of a 'Special corps of Frontier Guards’ would appear to facilitate the 
maintenance of order on the Bulgarian frontiers, without forming any appreciable 
danger for the Powers neighbouring on Bulgaria. 

This modification can therefore be accepted on condition that the corps in question shall be 

recruited by voluntary enlistment and shall not exceed 3,000 men. 

4. The modification proposed to Article 66 and intended to raise the proportion 
of officers from one-twentieth to one-fifteenth, would allow the Bulgarian Army 
to form supplementary cadres. 

® The first two paragraphs of this section were, subject to variation in phraseology, of the 
same general sense as those of the draft printed by D. H. Miller in My Diary at the Conference 
of Paris (New York, 1924-6), vol. xiii, p. 491. In place of the last paragraph of the draft 
there printed, the text in the present appendix concluded : ‘The Bulgarian Delegation has 
also drawn the attention of the Allied and Associated Governments to the position of 
Ottoman nationals formerly resident in the Dobrudja, Thrace and Macedonia and at 
present refugees in Bulgaria. The Allied and Associated Powers have noted this remark 
and will take all necessary steps with a view to remedying the position in question.’ 
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And also there is no reason to allow the demobilization of officers by echelons 
within a two years’ time limit, this method not having been authorized for any of 
the former enemies of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

It should furthermore be observed that the argument based on the impossibility 
of paying pensions to the large number of officers who are to be discharged immedi- 
ately, appears to have but little value, since the Bulgarian Government, if it main- 
tained these officers on the Active List, would have to bear a much greater 
financial burden. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

5. The modification proposed to Article 73 has for its object the creation of a 
school for non-commissioned officers. It is incumbent on the Bulgarian State 
to organize the training of its non-commissioned officers in their corps, and there 
is no need for instituting a special school. 

This modification cannot be accepted 

General Clauses 

The request for the suppression of Article 102, in its entirety, cannot be accepted 
since the Allied and Associated Powers must ensure, through the organs of control 
at their disposal, that the conditions of the Armistice have been completely carried 
out. 

However, the part relative to the military convention (Secret Articles, para- 
graphs I, 2, 3 and 4)^ will cease to be applicable at the moment of the coming into 
force of the Treaty of Peace. 

Furthermore, in order to avoid all possibility of misunderstanding, the Allied 
and Associated Powers agree that only those dispositions of the Armistice Gonvgn- 
tion which are not inconsistent with the stipulations of the Treaty of Eeace shall 
remain in force. 

They agree, therefore, that Article 102 of the Treaty of Peace shall be replaced 
by the following Article : 

Article J02 

‘The following dispositions of the Armistice of September 29th, 1918, namely, 
Paragraphs i, 2, 3, and 6, remain in force in so far as they are not inconsistent 
with the stipulations of the present Treaty.’ 

Section II. Naval Glauses 

Though of opinion that they cannot accept in its entirety the request made by 
the Bulgarian Delegation concerning Naval Glauses, the Allied and Associated 
Powers authorize Bulgaria to retain a small number of lightly-armed vessels for 
police and fishery duties. 

In these circumstances, the following addition will be made to Article 83 of the 
Treaty:; — 

‘Bulgaria will, however, have the right to maintain on the Danube and along 
her coast, for police and fishery duties, not more than four torpedo-boats and 
six motor-boats, all without torpedoes and torpedo apparatus, to be selected by 
the Commission referred to in Article 99. 

‘The personnel of the above vessels shall be organized on a purely civilian 
basis. 

‘The vessels aliov/ed to Bulgaria must only be replaced by lightly-armed patrol 
craft, not exceeding 100 tons displacement and of non-military character.’ 
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The Allied and Associated Powers further agree that the scientific material 
claimed by Bulgaria for use in her Aquarium may, at the direction of the Com- 
mission referred to in Article gg, be allotted to her after the losses sustained by the 
Allies have been made good. 


Section III. Military and Naval Air Glauses 
{Articles 8g to gg) 

The Allied and Associated Powers consider that no change is admissible in the 
clauses concerning military and naval aviation. 

Article 89, which gave rise to the claims contained in Section III of (G) from the 
Bulgarian Delegation, was drafted with fuU knowledge of the matter in hand and 
with the firm intention of refusing to Bulgaria the right to possess any air squadrons 
or airships for any purpose whatsoever. 

The Allied and Associated Powers see no reason for granting to Bulgaria a privi- 
lege which has been refused to Germany and Austria. 


Part V 

PRISONERS OF WAR AND GRAVES 
Section I. Prisoners of War 
{Articles log to iig) 

• [Not printed] 

Part VI 
PENALTIES 
{Articles 118 to 120) 

Articles 118 to 120, concerning penalties, cannot be altered in accordance with 
the Bulgarian request without endangering the very principle of justice on which 
they are based. 

In claiming the right to bring the authors of acts in violation of the laws and 
customs of war before military tribunals of countries against whose nationals Bul- 
garian troops have committed such crimes, the Allied and Associated Powers are 
only conforming to the usual legal principles concerning competence. If, despite 
criticism based on the relations between the Balkan nations, the Allied and 
Associated Powers considered this jurisdiction preferable to a tribunal of which 
their own representatives were members, still less would they agree to establish 
jurisdiction from which belligerent Power’s would be excluded whose competence 
was greatest (Greece, Roumania, Serbo-Croat-Slovene State). 

Finally, the Allied and Associated Powers cannot agree that any weight be 
attached to legal proceedings, prosecutions or sentences instituted or pronounced 
by Bulgarian tribunals since Article 1 18 is only a necessary result of the system of 
legal proceedings which they desire to organize, failing which such proceedings 
would be absolutely without effect. 
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Part VII 
REPARATIONS 
{Articles isi to 131) 

L The Bulgarian Delegation asks for a reduction of the sum mentioned in 
Article I2i of the Conditions of Peace as representing the obligations imposed on 
Bulgaria by way of reparation ; having calculated the various charges assumed by 
the country after Peace is signed — ^in which are included moreover her normal 
fiscal expenditure, the service of her public debt, and her war pensions and the 
upkeep of the army — the Delegation complains the Treaty will leave Bulgaria 
plunged in debt, and unable to bear the liabilities imposed on her. 

Bulgaria will undoubtedly have hea\^ liabilities to bear. These will not, how- 
ever, be the result of the Conditions of Peace, but of the war of aggression in which 
she voluntarily took part, into which she entered of her own free will, in a spirit of 
domination and conquest. Bulgaria has failed in a scheme undertaken contrary 
to the law of nations and of liberty, in the hope of illicit territorial and material 
gains. It is right and just that she should now atone. Are there not certain nations 
among the Allied and Associated Powers who, without sharing Bulgaria’s guilt, 
have merely defended their life and independence, but who will be obliged for 
generations to toil and endure hard sacrifices in order to regain their past strength 
and prosperity? 

The Conditions of Peace are just and even lenient; the obligations imposed on 
Bulgaria have been limited to a sum which is decidedly lower than the amount of 
damage sustained by the Allied and Associated Powers by reason of her entry into 
the war. If the latter acted in this manner, it was precisely because they wished to 
take into account Bulgaria’s capacity for payment, which they made every effort 
to estimate with absolute impartiality. The second paragraph of Article” 124 of the 
Conditions of Peace — which provides for Germany’s renunciation of a debt of 
Bulgaria’s transferred to the Reparation Commission for the benefit of the Allied 
and Associated Powers by the Treaty of Versailles — is proof positive of this desire 
not to demand from Bulgaria anything which may exceed her resources. There 
can therefore be no question of cancelling the figure of 2 milliard 250 million gold 
francs. But if, against all probability, it should in future become evident that, 
Bulgaria’s position not being as now estimated, she is at any particular time unable 
to pay the instalment corresponding to her contribution towards reparation, 
Article 122 of the Conditions of Peace is amply sufficient to permit of any justifiable 
modification being granted to her. 

II. In connection herewith, the Bulgarian Delegation asks, in the first place, 
that a total sum be fixed representing the entire amount of liabilities devolving on 
its country under the various provisions of the Treaty, and secondly that the yearly 
payments mentioned in the fifth paragraph of Article 12 1 of the Conditions of 
Peace shall not be higher during the first few years, when the resources of the State 
will be most restricted, than during subsequent years. 

As regards the first point, the Allied and Associated Powers are unable to gi\^e 
satisfaction to Bulgaria. The reasons for refusal are obvious when it is remembered 
that Bulgaria wishes to see her own military expenditure included in the total to 
be limited in advance. It would thus be very easy for Bulgaria to reduce to a 
minimum her obligation to share in the reparation for damage. 

With regard to the second point, on the contrary, the observations of the Bul- 
garian Delegation did not appear unfounded. The Allied and Associated Powers 
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agree therefore to insert an alteration in the fifth paragraph of Article 121, the 
second clause of which shall henceforth read as follows : — 

‘Therefore, each half-yearly payment shall include, over and above the pay- 
ment of interest at the rate of 5% (five per centum) per annum, the provision 
of a sinking fund sufficient to extinguish the total amount due by Bulgaria in 
37 years from January r, 1921.’ 

In this manner, the yearly payments to be made by Bulgaria would not neces- 
sarily become less as time goes on, and instructions could be given to the Interallied 
Gomniission to arrange for these payments in accordance with practical possi- 
bilities. 

III. It goes without saying that the Allied and Associated Powers cannot 
consider the possibility of fixing the reparation debt in levas, as requested by the 
Bulgarian Delegation; it is obvious that in that case Bulgaria would have no 
further interest in maintaining the international value of her currency, and could 
indeed reduce the actual value of her payments indefinitely. 

It does not seem impossible under this head, however, to grant to Bulgaria 
certain facilities for payment by permitting the Interallied Commission, if neces- 
sary, to accept payment in levas — at their current value, which the Commission 
itself would fix — or various payments in kind. 

The Allied and Associated Powers therefore consent to the insertion in the 
Treaty of a clause similar to Par. 19 of Annex II of the Chapter on Reparations of 
the Treaty of Vex'sailles. This clause, which would be a fresh paragraph of 
Article 12 1 (inserted between the former paragraphs 6 and 7) should read as 
follows : 

^ ‘Payments required to be made in specie in virtue of the above provisions 
may at, any time be accepted by the Reparation Commission in the form of 
chattels, properties, commodities, businesses, rights and concessions, within or 
without Bulgarian territory, ships, bonds, shares, or securities of any kind, or 
currencies of Bulgarian or other States, the value of such substitutes for gold 
being fixed at a fair and just amount by the Reparation Commission itself.’ 

IV. It would be superfluous to dwell on the fact that it is impossible for the 
Allied and Associated Powers to contemplate the deduction of interest from the 
sums due from Bulgaria as reparation. Strictly speaking, the payment of repara- 
tion for damage already committed could be demanded immediately. It is merely 
out of consideration for de facto impos.sibilities that this payment has been deferred. 
The obligation to pay interest exists from the first day when a debt is acknow- 
ledged; it cannot be avoided. 

The Bulgaiian Delegation also requests that a delay of 50 years from ist April 
1925 (in reality, a delay of 54. years) be substituted for the delay of 37 years pro- 
vided for in Article 121 of the Conditions of Peace; it is sufficient to remark that 
such a measure is at any rate unnecessary, seeing that Article 122 gives the Inter- 
allied Commission the power to grant any delays in payment which it shall con- 
sider necessary. ' 

V. The Allied and Associated Powers are also unable to reconsider Articles 127 
and 1 28 of the Conditions of Peace. These Articles have limited, by means of a 
special arrangement, the right of certain of the said Powers whose territories have 
been violated and looted by Bulgarian troops, to receive entire restitution. This 
arrangement lisks indeed being unduly favourable to Bulgaria, nevertheless the 
last paragraph of Article 127 and that of Article 128 both illustrate the moderation 
and scrupulousness with which this undeniable right will be applied. 
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VI. Finally, the suggestion by the Bulgarian Delegation that some of the Allied 
and Associated Powers might pay for the works of military importance which 
Bulgaria carried out on their territory for the purpose of fighting against them, 
is not worthy of discussion. 


Part VIII 

FINANCIAL GLAUSES 
{Articles 133 to 146) 

The Allied and Associated Powers have most carefully considered the observa- 
tions submitted by the Bulgarian Delegation concerning the clauses inserted in 
Part VIII of the Conditions of Peace. 

The present reply will not discuss each of the observations of the Bulgarian 
Delegation, but confine itself to indicating the points on which it seemed necessary 
to supply further details, either for the purpose of removing a misunderstanding 
on the part of the Bulgarian Delegation or of proving the slight foundation of some 
of its observations. 

Article 133. The observations of the Bulgarian Delegation on the obligation to 
pay for the upkeep of armies of occupation refer : — 

(1) to occupation before the coming into force of the Treaty; 

(2) to occupation after the coming into force of the Treaty. 

As regards the first point, the Allied and Associated Powers see no valid reason 
for renouncing provisions inserted in the Treaties of Versailles and Saint Germain, 
according to which Germany and Austria undertook to pay the total cost of tfie 
armies of occupation. The Allied and Associated Powers cannot, furthermore, 
enter into any discussion with the Bulgarian Government as to the strategic use of 
the military units sent to Bulgaria. 

As regards the second point, the Allied and Associated Powers are agreed in 
stating that they have no intention of continuing military occupation after the 
coming into force of the Treaty. 

Consequently, and in order clearly to indicate this intention as well as to avoid 
any ambiguity which may have misled the Bulgarian Delegation, the wording of 
the first phrase of Article 1 33 will be altered as follows ; — 

Instead of’. ‘There shall be paid by Bulgaria the total cost of all armies occupying 
territory within her boundaries, as defined in accordance with the present Treaty, 
from the date of signature of the Armistice of September 29, 1918’, read: ‘There 
shall be paid by Bulgaria the total cost of all armies . . occupying territory within 
her boundaries, as these are defined in the present Treaty^ from the signature of the 
Armistice of September 29, 1918, and until the coming into force of the present Treaty.'^ 

Article 136. The Allied and Associated Powers have agreed that only the value 
of material of a non-military character surrendered in execution of the Armistice 
or of the Treaty shall be credited to the State surrendering the same, and that the 
value of war material shall not be credited to the general Reparation account. 
The Bulgarian Delegation brings forward no arguments against this principle; 
and the Allied and Associated Powers agree that the text of Article 136 should be 
retained. 

Nevertheless, to ensure unity of opinion in decisions establishing the non- 
® Punctuation as in original. 
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military character of material surrendered by Germany, Austria and Bulgaria, the 
penultimate line of the second paragraph of Article 136 shall be altered as follows : — 

Instead of-. ‘There shall be credited to Bulgaria . . the value . . of material . , 
for which, as having non-military value, credit should, in the judgment of the 
Reparation Commission acting through the Inter- Allied Commission, be allowed’, read-. 
‘There shall be credited to Bulgaria . . .^ the value , . of material for which, as 
having non-military value, credit should, in the judgment of the Reparation 
Commission, be allowed.’ 

Articles 1^4-141. The Bulgarian Delegation asks that Powers to whom Bulgarian 
territory is ceded may assume responsibility for part of the Bulgarian public debt 
as it shall stand at the date of signature of the Treaty, and not as it stood on 
August I, 1914. 

Were such a claim allowed, the Powers to whom Bulgarian territory is ceded 
would have to bear the burden of part of the debt which Bulgaria contracted in 
order to wage an unjust war against those Powers, The Allied and Associated 
Powers cannot consider such a possibility. They agree, however, that part of the 
Bulgarian Debt contracted between August i, 1914, and October ii, 1915, (at 
which date Bulgaria entered the war against Serbia) was used for the benefit of 
territory surrendered by Bulgaiia in virtue of the Treaty, and they consider that 
the date of October ii, 1915, may be substituted for that of August i, 1914 in 
Article 141. 

They nevertheless consider that such part of the Bulgarian public debt as was 
contracted between August i, 1914, and October ii, 1915 and directly used to 
prepare for war, cannot be divided among the Powers to whom Bulgarian territory 
is. surrendered, and they leave it to the Reparation Commission to determine that 
part of the debt. 

Consequently, the wording of Article 141 has been altered as follows: — 

Instead of: ‘Any Power to which Bulgarian territory is ceded . . undertakes to 
pay . • such contribution towards the charge for the Bulgarian Public Debt as it 
stood on August i, 1914 . . .’f read: ‘Any Power to which Bulgarian territory is 
ceded . , undertakes to pay such contribution towards the charge for the Bul- 
garian Public Debt as it stood on October 1 1, 1915 (including ...» laid down in 
Article 134). The Reparation Commission, acting through the Inter- Allied 
Commission, shall determine the amount of the Bulgarian Public Debt on October 
II, 1915, taking into account, in the case of the debt contracted after August i, 
1914, only that part of the debt which was not used by Bulgaria to prepare a war 
of aggression. The part of the Bulgarian Public debt to be paid by each Power to 
which territory is surrendered shall be that which the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers ...» etc,’ 

Article igg. This Article settles the question of the loan contracted by Bulgaria 
in July 1914 with German Banks. 

The Bulgarian Delegation claims that as the Loan Agreement was not carried 
out by the German creditors, it is now null and void, and asks for the omission of 
Article 139 as useless. According to certain information received, however, the 
German banks which signed the Loan Agreement consider the same to be perfectly 
valid and intend to stand by it. 

To avoid all discussion, the Allied and Associated Powers therefore feel it 
necessary to retain Article 139. They prefer to run the risk of inserting a superero- 
gatory provision in the Treaty, rather than expose themselves to future contro- 
versies. 
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Moreover, they wish to point out that the obligation imposed on the Bulgarian 
Government of transferring to the Reparation Commission all rights, interests and 
securities of every kind retained by Bulgarian nationals under loan agreements and 
conventions does not exceed the conditions imposed on Germany by Article 235 
of the Treaty of Versailles and that this obligation has not been improperly im- 
posed, as stated by the Bulgarian Delegation. In reality the value of all these 
rights, interests and securities will be credited to Bulgaria by the Reparation 
Commission, to be deducted from sums due as reparation. 

Articles i2g and 14^. The Allied and Associated Powers intend to credit Bulgaria 
(on account of the total amount fixed in Article 121 of the Treaty of Peace and 
owed by Bulgaria as x'eparation) with all sums and shares which the Reparation 
Commission may recover from sums owed to Bulgaria under the financial and 
economic clauses of the Treaty and the clauses concerning Ports, Waterways and 
Railways. 

In order completely to reconcile the wording of Articles 129 and 145, Article 129 
is altered as follows : — 

‘the following shall be placed to the credit of Bulgaria in respect to her repara- 
tion obligations: — ^Any amounts which the Reparation Commission may con- 
sider due to Bulgaria under Part VIII (Financial Glauses), Part IX (Economic 

Glauses), and Part XI (Ports, Waterways and Railways) of the present Treaty.’ 

Article 146. The Allied and Associated Powers have no desire to claim from 
Bulgaria payment in gold currency of sums owed by her under the Treaty. 

The Bulgarian Government may procure as it thinks best the necessary foreign 
bills and cheques to meet the payments required of it. 

Part IX 

ECONOMIC CLAUSES 
Section I. Commercial Relations 

Article igi. With the object of safeguarding as far as possible the fiscal revenues 
of Bulgaria, tlie Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to alter the text of 
Article 151 in such a way as to make it clear that customs duties upon their imports 
shall be payable in gold in all cases where, in virtue of Bulgarian law^ such payment 
in gold could be demanded on 28th July, 1914, on condition that the rate of 
exchange of gold for notes shall be periodically fixed by the Reparation Com- 
mission. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot, however, consider any alteration of' 
Article 151 as regards the rates of duty applicable to their imports into Bulgaiia 
within the period of one year from the coming into force of the present .Treaty. 
Only the most favourable duties in force on July 28, 1914, may be applied to these 
imports. 

Nor can the proposal to reduce the period of application of Article 151 to six 
months be accepted. In Treaties previously concluded with Allies of Bulgaria 
provisions were introduced which, in the case of the products of certain adjacent 
countries, provided for free import or the benefit of conventional tariffs during a 
specified period sometimes extending to five years. Bulgaria has been spared 
similar provisions in the present Treaty. 

The stable and uniform regime provided by Article 15 1 for the period of one 
year is necessary to allow of the resumption of international trade wdth Bulgaria, 
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especially in view of economic conditions caused by the war, which the Bulgarian 
Delegation does not fail to recognize. 

Section II. Treaties 

Article 162. The Bulgarian Delegation suggests that all multilateral Treaties 
existing before the war should be revived. It mentions, however, no omission as 
regards the list given in Article 162 and offers no definite suggestions. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have provided for revival of all multilateral 
Treaties which they thought compatible with fresh conditions resulting from the 
war. They therefore see no reason to alter the Article in c|uestion. 

The requests of the Bulgarian Delegation either arise from an insufficient com- 
prehension of the text under discussion or are not founded upon specific instances, 
and cannot be granted. 

Article 168. The Bulgarian Delegation states that it cannot agree to the revival 
of bilateral Treaties under the conditions laid down in that Article, since Bulgaria 
will not enjoy the same rights as the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Germany and Austria have accepted a text identical with that of Article 168, 
and Bulgaria must do likewise. 

The Bulgarian Delegation, however, commits a double error in the interpretation 
of this Article. 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot arbitrarily set aside certain provisions 
of a bilateral Treaty which they desire to revive. They can and should only omit 
from such a Treaty any provisions which do not agree with the general dispositions 
or specific provisions of the Treaty of Peace. The third paragraph of Article 168 
is^very clear on this point. 

On the, other hand, while the Article provides that the League of Nations shall 
be called upon to decide, this is only in case of a divergence of opinion between the 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

Article 164. Article 164 gives Bulgaria the opportunity of participating in the 
drawing up of the proposecl new radio-telegraphic Convention. It does not imply 
that the text of that Convention will be dictated to her and that she must accept it 
ne varietur; but merely provides against a systematic refusal to conclude the Con- 
vention or claims rendering its conclusion impossible in practice. 

Article i6§. The Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to substitute the 
following text for the text of this Article, viz : — 

‘Until the conclusion of a new Convention concerning fishing in the waters of 

the Danube to replace the Convention of November 29, 1901, the transitory 

regime to be established will be settled by an arbitrator appointed by the 

European Commission of the Danube.’ 

Articles 166 and iGy. The period fixed by these Articles was considered sufficient 
by the Powers allied to Bulgaria ; it cannot be prolonged, in view^ of the necessity 
for establishing as soon as possible the guarantees indispensable for economic rela- 
tions between the nations concerned. 

Articles i6g, 171, and lys. It is not for the Allied and Associated Powers to free 
Bulgaria from charges and indemnities caused by her own fault ; but it is to be 
recalled that Germany and Austria have undertaken in advance to accept the 
clauses of the present Treaty affecting them. 

Article 175. This Aiticle does not imply the perpetual maintenance of the Capi- 
tulations, since it expressly envisages the possibility of abolishing that regime by 
means of special conventions. ' 
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It is not for Bulgaria to revive the agreements she had concluded or prepared 
with certain Allied and Associated Powers, but for the Allied and Associated 
Powers to lay down, in conformity with the general principles of the present 
Treaty, the manner in which equitable treatment may be secured for foreigners 
in Bulgaria. 


Section III. Debts 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot consider relinquishing the system of 
Clearing Offices. 

Shouid certain Allied and Associated Powers opt for this system, even if they 
apply it only in their relations with Bulgaria, the result would not be, as the Bul- 
garian Delegation imagine, a more considerable depreciation of the Bulgarian 
leva than by application of the system of direct recovery; whether it is a question 
of settlement by the Bulgarian State or direct settlement by Bulgarian nationals, 
payment may always be claimed in the currency of the Allied or Associated State 
concerned. 

Nevertheless, to allow Bulgaria to procure means of payment with less haste, 
the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to substitute the following text for 
the first paragraph of all the Annex to Section III : — 

‘The balance between the Clearing Offices shall be struck every three months 

and the credit balance paid in cash by the debtor State within a month.’ 


Section IV. Property, Rights and Interests 
[Not printed] 


Section V. Contracts, Prescriptions, Judgments 
[Not printed] 

Section VII. Industrial Property 
[Not printed] 

Section VIII. Special Provisions relating to Transferred Territory 
[Not printed] 

Resumption of Official Relations 

The Bulgarian Delegation ask for reciprocity as regards the right reserved by 
the Allied and Associated Powers, in virtue of Article 159, of appointing consuls 
in Bulgarian towns and ports. 

The Allied and Associated Powers are not prepared to grant Bulgaria this right; 
it should, however, be noted that nothing in that Article is opposed either to the 
revival under the terms of Article 168 of Consular Conventions iDctween individual 
Allied and Associated Powers and Bulgaria, or to the conclusion of fresh agree- 
ments between Bulgaria and these Powers concerning the admission of Bulgarian 
consular officers to their territory. 
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Part XI 

PORTS, WATERWAYS & RAILWAYS 
{Articles 212-248) 

[Not printed] 


Part XII 
LABOUR 
{Articles 24^ to 28g) 

While appreciating Bulgaria’s intentions, the Allied and Associated Powers 
cannot alter the provision of the Treaty of Peace which only admits the original 
members of the League of Nations as original membei's of the Labour Conference. 


Appendix B to No. i i 
Part II 
FRONTIERS 
{Articles 57 to 55) 

The Bulgarian Delegation has asked that modifications be made concerning the 
frontiers as assigned to her in the Peace Conditions, both in Thrace, and on the 
Serb-Croat and Slovene side. The Delegation furthermore exposed Bulgaria’s 
claims to Dobrudja, and asked that the ‘final statutes’” of that region be i-egulated 
by the Allied and Associated Governments. 

On this last point, the Allied and Associated Governments esteem that, in view 
of the object ojf the pi'esent Treaty, the Dobrudja question is out of place. 

As to the outline of the other frontiers referred to in the observations of the 
Bulgarian Delegation, it was adopted only after an attentive study taking into 
account ail the elements of the problem. However, the Allied and Associated 
Powers have examined the arguments invoked with care, but, without disregarding 
their value, they were unable to recognize any motive of a nature to justify a change 
in these carefully studied decisions. The Allied and Associated Powers, therefore, 
are unable to accord Bulgaria the modifications solicited. 

The Allied and Associated Powers were, furthermore, particularly attentive to 
protect the economic interests of Bulgaria by guaranteeing, in particular, this 
country an outlet to the Aegean Sea. In numerous cases, the Powers were obliged 
to have recourse to the same procedure in order to reconcile the interests under 
debate, and they do not doubt, that if Bulgaria loyally accepts this solution, the 
future will show that the guarantees which have been given her will be in no 
manner illusory. 

‘As regards the questions affecting Ports, Waterways and Railways, the Allied and 
Associated Powers have noted with satisfaction that the sentiments expressed by the Bul- 
garian Delegation were similar to those which had always inspired its deliberations.’ With 
regard to Bulgarian objections, it was not, however, considered possible to alter the text 
of any of the articles in question. 

” The text in document 2 of appendix A above (cf. note 7) read ‘final status’. 
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Appendix G to No. i i 


Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies October 31, jgig. 

General Staff, No. 5226. 

Memorandum 

In an interview with the Chiefs of the Military Missions of the Entente, wdiich 
took place at Riga on October 27, the Lettish Government has renewed its request 
for assistance, and made precise the conditions of the support to be given to it by 
the Allies, with a view to enable it to continue to fight against the Germans and 
the Bolshevists. 

Following are the conditions: 

1st. Active assistance against Germany, and reinforcement of the direct help 
given by the fleet. 

2nd. Cession of army and war material, to be sent immediately. 

3rd, Advance in the form of a loan of two millions pounds sterling. 

4th. New shipments of food supplies. 

5th. Interdiction to the Germans to send to Germany any Lettish provisions, 
absolute closing of the German frontier — surrender of the German 
material in Latvia. 

6th. Transfer to the Lettish authorities of the Riga-Libau railway, actually in 
the hands of the Germans, as this town (Riga) will, in six weeks, be 
blockaded by ice. 

The Lettish Government asked for a reply by the 3rd of November in order to 
be able to determine its line of conduct. 

It seems that, on account of the difficult situation in which this Government is 
placed, consequent to the fight engaged in on two fronts and the demands of the 
Esthonian Government, its neighbour, there is every advantage in answering its 
request within the proper time, in order to deprive it of any pretext to negotiate 
with its enemies. 

I St. Active assistance against Germany: 

(a) By its I’esolution of the loth of October, the Supreme Council had decided 
to send to the Baltic provinces an Inter- Allied Mission for the purpose of assuring 
the control of the evacuation of the German troops, and to provoke all measures 
which may facilitate and accelerate this evacuation. This Mission is about to 
leave. 

{b) All supplies of food and raw materials, and all financial facilities are refused 
to Germany as long as the latter will not have obeyed the order of evacuation 
(decision of the Supreme Council of the 17th of September). 

Since October 15, igig, Allied naval units had been supporting the Lettish forces 
against the Russo-German forces under Colonel Prince Bermondt-Avalov in the second 
battle of Riga (cf. VoL III of this series). 

The Esthonian Government had demanded that, in return for Esthonian military 
co-operation against the forces of Colonel Prince Bermondt-Avalov, the LaWian Govern- 
ment should comply with certain conditions which included the cession by Latvia to 
Esthonia of the district of Walk. 

’'•I' See Vol. I, No. 71, minute 4. 

IS The decision taken by the Supreme Council on September 17, 1919, in connexion 
with the evacuation of German forces from the Baltic provinces (see Vol. I, No. 59, minute 
1) appears to have been confused with its operative decision in this matter, taken on 
September 27 (see Vol. I, No. 66, minute 3). 

170 



(c) Finally, the German navigation has been stopped in the Baltic, with the 
reserve of taking into consideration the trade necessities of neutrals (order of the 
Inter- Allied Naval Armistice Commission of October lo, confirmed by the de- 
cision of the Supreme Council of October 22nd) d* 

Thus, the Allied and Associated Govei'nments give to the Baltic provinces an 
active assistance, by imposing upon Germany an effective military control and 
serious economic penalties, the effect of which will be deeply felt by her. 

These Governments, on the other hand, reserve the right to take, if necessary, 
all new measures which they may deem necessary, in order to obtain from Germany 
the executions of her agreements. 

2nd. Cession of Arms and War Material: 

The Allied and Associated Governments have already granted to the Lettish 
Government important cessions of war material and supplies. 

During the first days of November a ship transporting armament and equipment 
for 10,000 men will leave the port of Boulogne for Latvia. 

Study is being made at the present time as to what extent it will be possible to 
satisfy a new request for mateiial for 40,000 men. 

3rd. Advance under the form of loans to the ^ 

amount of 2,000,000 lbs [sic] The question will be submitted to an 

sterling examination by the Governments. 

4th. New shipments of supplies in foodstuffs. , 

5th. {ci) Interdiction that Lettish provisions be sent into Germany by the Germans. 

Any requisition, seizure, or coercive measure with a view to obtaining resources 
destined for Germany is forbidden to the German troops. (Article 14 of the 
Armistice of November ii, 1918). 

In execution of this provision, the Interallied Commission to the Baltic Regions 
has received an order: ‘to prevent the removal of any material or provisions which does not 
properly belong to the German troops\ 

(b) The surrender of German material in Latvia. 

This surrender cannot be exacted by law. It may, however, be the object of 
ti’ansactions with the German Government. 

However, the Supreme Council decided that after October 1 1 th the Interallied 
Control Commission at Berlin would be authorized to order the delivery of muni- 
tions and Russian w'ar material, deposited in Germany, to the Russian armies 
recognized by the Allied and Associated Governments.'^® This provision shall be 
applicable to the Lettish army. 

(r) Closing of the frontier. 

In notes dated October 3rd and i6th,^® the German Government itself specified 
that it had ordered the closing of the frontier, the discontinuance of supplies and 
munitions, and that it had organized, to this end, frontier surveillance posts, which 
were ordered to fire on German ti'oops attempting to enter Gourland. 

The Inter-Allied Mission shall be especially entrusted with the strict execution 
of these prescriptions. 

The occupation of the territory of Memel, which shall be effected upon the 
entry into force of the Peace Treaty, will facilitate the execution of this supervision, 

See No. 4, minute 9. 

Note in original : ‘There remains about 40 cars, in course of transport, and which will 
not reach Boulogne before November 4th, to be shipped.’ 

See Vol. I, No. 72, minute 6. 

See respectively Vol. I, No. yOj appendix A and in the present volume No. 2, minute 1 1 . 



by permitting the greater part of the ways of entry to Latvia to be barred by Allied 
troops. 

6th, Transfer of the Riga~Libau railway line administration to Lettish authorities, now 
controlled by Germans. 

This question is within the competence of the Inter-Allied Control Mission, the 
departure of which is announced above. The attention of the Head of this Mission 
shall be called to the necessity of solving this question as soon as possible. 

F. Fogh. 


Appendix D to No. i i 


Report of Meeting of the Maval Advisers concerning the Compensation to be demanded 
of the German Government for the Sinking of their Men-of-War at Scapa Flow on 
2 1 St June, igig 


ist November igig 


1 . In view of the reparation claims that Germany had already incurred under 
the terms of the Peace Treaty, it is not considered feasible to make any further 
financial or material demands other than the following, which however cannot be 
regarded as complete compensation to the Allied and Associated Powers for the 
losses incurred through the sinking of the modern German men-of-war at Scapa : — 

{a) The five Light Cruisers 
Kdnigsberg 
Pillau 
Graudenz 

Regensburg ^ 

Strassburg. 

(b) Such number of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers equivalent 
to the displacement of 400,000 tons as the Allied and Associated Powers 
may demand. The lifting power of a dock to be taken as displacement, 
and approximately 75% of the docks over 10,000 tons are to be included. 

2. In order to put the above conditions into effect, the German Government 
shall undertake to supply to the Allied Naval Commission of Control within 10 days 
of the deposit of the ratification of the Peace Treaty, a complete list of all floating ' 
docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in German possession. This list is to 
notify the material which was in the possession of the German Government on 
nth November, 1918, or in which the German Government had considerable 
interests on that date. 

3. The Allied Naval Commission of Control will select the floating docks, 
floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in accordance with the following provisions ; — 

The priority of selection will be : — 

(i) Government docks, cranes, tugs and dredgers which were Government 

property on nth November 1918. 

(ii) Floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in which the German 

Government had large interests on ii November 1918. 

(iii) Floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, the removal of which 

will have the least effect on the working of the port in which they are 

situated, 

4. The German officers and men belonging to the men-of-war which were sunk 
at Scapa and which are at present retained by the Allied and Associated Powers 
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wiii, with the exception of any whose surrender is required by Articles 228 of the 
Treaty of Peace, be repatriated on the G-erman Government giving their guarantee 
to the conditions contained in paragraphs i and 2 above being carried out. 

5. The Allied and Associated Powers are placing any monies salved from the 
German men-of-war at Scapa which cannot be traced to any particular individual 
to the credit of the Reparation Fund. The amount of monies salved is 42,086 
Marks 20 Pfennigs. 

6. The Torpedo Boat Destroyer B. 98 can be considered as one of the 42 T.B.D.s 
to be surrendered under Article 185 of the Peace Treaty. 

United States of America. 

Great Britain 

France 

Italy 

Japan 

N. A. MgGully.^® 

20 Thus in original. 


12 

H. D. 82.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d’Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday, 
November 3,, igi^, at 10.00 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison, 

British Empire : Sir Eyre Crowe ; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France'. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 
Jtaly: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M, Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. \ Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A . ; General Bliss, Dr. James Brown Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: General Sackville-West, Lieut-GoL Kisch, Commander 
Dunne, Captain Fuller, R.N., Mr. H. W. Malkin, Mr, A. Deeper. 
France: General Weygand, General Desticker, M. Kammerer, Com- 
mandant Lacombe, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: Genex'al Cavallero, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Vannutelli-Rey, 
M. Stranieri, Prince Boncompagni. 


I . (The Council had before it a report from the Military Representatives 
Report of the Military Versailles relative to the occupation of Memel prior to 

Representatives at Ver- ratification of the Treaty (see Appendix A).) 
sailles relative to the GENERAL Desticker read and commented upon the 
Occupation of Memel report. 
prior to the Ratifica- , . „ it 

tioa of the Treaty (After a short discussion. 

It was decided: 


to approve the report as prepared by the Military Representatives at 
Versailles, and that no troops should be sent to Memel before the entry 
into force of the Treaty.) 
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2. (The Council had before it the report of the Military Representatives 
at Versailles relative to the suppression of the Inter- Allied 
Transport Comm™ (see Appendix B).) 

Versailles suggesting GENERAL Destigker read and commented upon the 
the Suppression of the report. 

(It was decided : 

to suppress the Inter" Allied Transport Commission, as 
proposed by the Military Representatives at Versailles in their report.) 


Interallied Transport 
Commission 


[3] (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation on the 
Hungarian situation (see Appendix G).) 

Roumanian and Berthelot read and commented upon the note pre- 

pared by the French Delegation. He wished to bring to the 
attention of the Council that in paragraph 2 of page 4^ the phrase relative 
to the Inter-Allied force under discussion should be understood in the sense 
that the force include only Serbian, Roumanian and Czecho-Slovak troops, 
under an Inter-Allied command. 

Mr. Polk stated that he had not yet seen a final report from Sir George 
Clerk and he thought it might be advisable to await this information before 
discussing the question. He should, however, inquire how the Council 
intended to treat the Inter- Allied Commission of Generals; if this Inter- 
Allied Commission had not succeeded, it was because the Supreme Council 
had not backed it up sufficiently. 

M. Berthelot thought that they had not carried out with sufficient 
authority the instructions given them by the Supreme Council, and on the 
other hand, they had not shown initiative, and did not seem to have had a 
consistent policy. As for Sir George Clerk, he did not seem to have succeeded 
in his mission with M. Friedrich. The affair seemed to be dragging along; 
M. Friedrich had not yet retired and the Democratic Government had not 
been formed as was expected by the Council. He added that the French pro- 
position was not to belittle the mission of Sir George Clerk in any fashion, but 
it was important to clear up the situation and settle this vexatious question, 

M. PiGHON thought it was extremely important to solve this question as 
soon as possible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Roumanian and Hungarian questions of 
course involved each other. Sir George Clerk had insisted on the importance 
of getting the Roumanians out of the country, and a stable government could 
not be formed until this had been settled. The information from Sir George 
Clerk said there might be disadvantages, but the balance of advantage was 
that the Roumanians should be gotten out. The Roumanians were defying 
the Council. M. Bratiano was dragging on negotiations with no intention of 
following the instructions of the Council. He certainly thought that they 
should insist on getting an answer from Rouraania and he thought that the 
Council should publish the note which has been sent to Roumania. M. Bra- 
tiano was spreading false versions of the note, sent in the course of the 
The antepenultimate paragraph of appendix G. 
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electioneering campaign which was going on in Roumania, and was pre- 
tending that there was no disagreement as between the Allies and Roumania. 

M. Berthelot stated it was quite evident that the Roumanian troops 
should first get out but there was great danger if the Roumanian troops were 
to leave the country before other troops were sent to replace them. In that 
case, the Allies would find before them at Budapest only a Friedrich Govern- 
ment which had in its hands a force of police; outside of Budapest was 
Admiral Horthy with an army of 20,000 men or so ; at any rate he was re- 
actionary and was a symbol of the Hapsburgs. In conclusion, first: the 
Roumanians should get out; secondly: the Roumanian troops should be 
replaced in such a way that the Allies would be in a position to impose their 
policy at Budapest; but the departure of the Roumanians would be dangerous 
if the Allies did not have other means of controlling the situation. As far as 
the Roumanians were concerned, there was no doubt whatever they should 
be obliged to answer the note which had been sent them, and it might become 
advisable to publish this note, although this might not be of very great 
practical value, as elections were being held at this time. M. Bratiano was 
pretending that this note had never been delivered to the Roumanian 
Government by the Conference. According to his theory, only three out of 
the four Principal Allied and Associated Powers had presented the note,' and 
the Italian representative had not associated himself with this step. General 
Goanda, who had just arrived in Paris, claimed that there was no need to 
reply to a note which had not been received. 

Mr. Polk had noticed in the French note a reference to the American 
General whicli he did not approve. He thought the American General had 
been doing his best to follow his instructions, tiis only contention was that 
Roumania was not on trial, but that the Supreme Council should be obeyed. 
The impression was going abroad in Roumania that the orders which were 
being executed by the Commission did not correspond to the real orders of 
the Supreme Council and also that if the text of the note did not sound quite 
French, it was due to the fact that it was a translation from an English text. 
Effort was being made to create the impression that America was against 
Roumania ; that was not so ; it was only a question, as he had said before, of 
the orders of the Supreme Council being followed. If there were so little co- 
ordination of action between the Allies in this case, it argued badly for the 
future, and the United States would hesitate to join future Inter- Allied 
Commission [s]. 

M. PiGHON said they were all agreed that the Inter-Allied cohesion should 
be maintained. 

Mr. Polk asked how it was possible after they had ordered the Roumanians 
to leave Hungary, to think of leaving them in the Inter- Allied forces referred 
to in the latter part of the French note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said M. Berthelot’s remark — that the Supreme Gouiicil’s 
note had not been received — ^was a surprise. If that were so, then they could 
not insist upon its being carried out. That lack of cooperation in Bucharest 
was very serious., : , 
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M. SciALOjA remarked that he had no information on the non-presenta- 
tion of the note by the Italian representative; he would, however, get more 
information on the subject. 

M. PiGHON Stated that according to a telegram from the French Charge 
d’ Affaires at Bucharest there had been delay in presentation of the note to 
the Roumanian Government for the reason that the Italian representative 
had not received his instructions. A second telegram had informed him that 
the note had been delivered by three out of four representatives of the 
Allies without awaiting any longer the instructions of the Italian representa- 
tive. He did not know whether the Italian representative had now received 
these instructions, but he wished to point out that the Roumanians were still 
maintaining that they had not received the note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned that M. Bratiano was spreading the report 
that this was an Anglo-American intrigue. 

M. PiGHON was of the opinion that the note should be published so as to 
put a stop to these rumours, and also a further note, should the Council so 
decide. 

Mr. Polk wished to point out that the Council could only repeat the 
conclusions it had adopted at its meeting of August 5th or thereabouts.^ 

M. Berthelot wished to point out that one could not reproach the French 
Government with having opposed itself to any of the orders sent to Bucharest. 
The French representative had always delivered the notes either in the name 
of the Allies or in the name of the French Government. Should M. Bratiano 
wish to try and cause disagreement between the Allies this should, carefully 
be avoided. He repeated that two points were to be distinguished; on the 
Roumanian question there was no discussion possible as to the attitude to be 
taken, but the Hungarian question remained. The departure of the Rou- 
manians from Budapest ran the risk of bringing about a state of anarchy or 
the reappearance of the Hapsburg monarchy. 

Mr. Polk thought that early in September the Council had ordered the 
Roumanians to turn over 1 0,000 rifles to the Hungarian police which was to 
be organized, and he understood that only 1,000 rifles had been delivered 
up to this time without bayonets, ^ without sufficient ammunition, and that 
the machine guns had been delivered without tripods. He thought there 
would be no use sending another Mission to Budapest if there was to be no 
compliance with the orders already sent out by the Council. If the present 
Mission had not done its work, it would then be advisable to recall it. 

M. PiGHON agreed that this might be exact, but there remained the danger 
of an armed force under the orders of Admiral Horthy, with the shadow of 
a Hapsburg reaction. The Roumanians might be lying, but they again 
affirmed that they had given up these arms; it would be easy to verify this 
through the Mission and the orders should then be carried out. He again 
pointed out how dangerous it would be to recall Roumanian troops without 
being able to oppose an Inter-Allied force to the Horthy force. It was 

3 For the conclusions in this matter adopted by the Supreme Council on August 5, 1919, 
see Vol. I, No. 28, minute 2. 3 Gf. Vol. I, No. 67, appendix!. 
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important to organize a democratic Government at Budapest or it would be 
impossible to sign peace with Hungary. 

Mr. Polk wished to remark that four of the Powers had sent representa- 
tives to report on conditions in Hungary — he personally had great confidence 
ill General Bandholtz — and if the Council did not have confidence in these 
representatives it was for it to recall them. Later the Council had sent Sir 
George Clerk, in whom also he had the greatest confidence. He thought the 
Council should have confidence in the men they sent on these Missions, and 
he considered it had been well represented so far. 

M. Berthelot said that if the police force at Budapest was armed, that 
did not inspire great confidence, for it was in the hands of the Friedrich 
government. It was quite clear that the Council got its information from 
representatives whenever sent; it had also the advantage of a general view 
of ail the problems. The important question was that there should not remain 
a dangerous and ridiculous centre of disorganization in central Europe; a 
negative policy was not sufficient. They should have a positive policy. 

M. PiCHON asked what was to be done about Hungary, Were they going 
to deliver it to the Friedrich government or to the Archduke? As the Allies 
would not have forces available to send there, it seemed that the best solution 
would be to have the occupation force composed of Serbian, Roumanian 
and Gzecho-Slovak troops under an Inter- Allied command. If the Council 
had in mind a better solution, this was the time to put it forward. 

^ Mr. Polk asked whether the question should not also be examined by the 
Financial, Experts to see how this expedition could be paid for. The United 
States could pay nothing. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that Sir George Clerk should be informed by 
telegram of the discussion, and asked for an opinion on the possibility of 
employing Roumanian, Serbian and Gzecho-Slovak troops. 

Mr. Polk agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe, that the Council should not think 
of acting without Sir George Clerk’s opinion. 

M. PiGHON remarked that Sir George Clerk could also consult the Generals. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether, in the existence of the disturbed state 
of the country, it would be expedient to use Roumanian troops, and whether 
a force containing Roumanian and Serbian troops would work well. 

M. Berthelot thought that this was simply a question of command. He 
thought, however, that the Roumanians might be excluded, especially if this 
exclusion might be used to show them how httle confidence was put in them 
by the Supreme Council. But it was most important that they should have 
the symbol of an Inter- Allied force, so as to disarm Horthy. Telegrams would 
not be sufficient to do this. This occupation would not be very long, and 
with an efficient high command it would be easy to await the formation of 
a democratic Government. 

M. PiGHON summed up, stating that the Council was agreed to send 
immediately a telegram to Bucharest, insisting that the Roumanian Govern- 
ment should answer the last note sent by the Council. M. Berthelot would 
now prepare the text of this telegram. 
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M. Berthelot submitted to the Council a draft telegram which was 
approved (see Appendix D). He thought it advisable to give the text of 
this telegram to the Roumanian Delegation that same afternoon, and to 
publish the new and the former note the next day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council he had at that moment received a 
telegram from Sir George Clerk, which he proceeded to read to the Council. 

(The Council unanimously agreed to adjourn the examination of the 
draft telegram to be sent until the next meeting of the Council.) 

(It was decided: 

(1) to send a note to the Roumanian Government insisting on a prompt 

answer to the note which had already been sent by the Council on 
October 12th 

(2) that this note should be immediately delivered to the Roumanian 

Government at Bucharest by. the four representatives of the Powers 
without waiting for further instructions from their respective 
Governments ; 

(3) to give the Roumanian Delegation at Paris a copy of this note that 

same afternoon; 

(4) that the present note, and also the original note, should be published 

the following day.) 


4. (The Council had before it a report from the New States Commission 


Greek Minorities 
Treaty 


(see Appendix E),^ and a draft Treaty with Greece (see 
Appendix F).)^ 

M. Kammerer read and commented upon the reporf ' of 


the New States Commission and the draft Treaty with Greece. Se added 


that the proposed Treaty concerned European territory only and should any 


See Vol. I, No. 7a, minute 2 and appendix B. 
s Not printed. The draft of tliis undated report, which was substantially though not 
verbally the same as that before the Supreme Council, is printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., 
vol. xiii, pp. 445-6. (The last paragraph of the draft, on p. 447, was omitted from the text 
submitted to the Supreme Council.) 

^ Not printed. Thisdraft, dated October aa, 1919, was, subject to minor drafting amend- 
ment, the same as the text of the treaty signed at S^;vres on August 10, 1920 (Treaty Series, 
Series, 1920, No. 13. Cmd. 960) except for the following: 

(i) The United States was included as a signatory power in the draft but not in the 

treaty. (By an evident oversight, however, the last seiitence of the first paragraph 
of article 16 of the treaty, as printed in Cmd. 960 of igao, reads as follows: ‘The 
United States, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan hereby agi-ee not to 
withhold their assent from any modification in these Articles which is in due form 
assented to by a majority of the Council of the League of Nations.’ This is 
identical with the corresponding sentence in the draft, but the United States \vas 
not a signatory to the treaty.) 

(ii) The second paragraph of article 7 and articles ii and 15 of the treaty were not 

included in the draft. 


(iii) Article 14 of the treaty omitted the second paragraph of the corresponding draft 
article 13, which read as follows: ‘The Greek government shall take measures to 

assure the nomination of a Reis ul Ulema.’ 

(iy) In the draft of the concluding formula of the treaty it was provided that it ‘shall 
come into force at the same time as the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria’ and should 
be signed at Paris in 1919. 
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Asiatic territory be attributed to Greece at a later time, a new treaty would 
be necessary. Greece should also be informed that the Treaty would be 
communicated to her at this time, but that the signature would only follow 
upon the final attribution to her of certain territories. 

(After a short discussion. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve the draft Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated 

Powers and Greece, prepared by tbe New States Commission ; 

(2) that in communicating the text of this treaty to the Greek Delegation 

the Secretary-General of the Peace Conference should inform the 
Delegation that it only applied to territories situated in Europe, 
and that Greece would not be asked to sign the Treaty before the 
territories to be attributed to her bad been determined.) 

5. M. Fromageot wished to inquire which Powers should figure in the 

^ ^ preamble of the Treaty with Bulgaria, and also which Powers 
Bulgark ^ America and Japan were not at war with Bulgaria, 

but it seemed anomalous that they should not sign, taking into 
account the different dispositions of the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk understood that the question had already been settled and that 
it was agreed that all the Principal Powers sign. 

M. Fromageot said that, as for the other Allied and Associated Powers, 
a certain number had not declared war against Bulgaria, but their full powers 
had already been presented to the Bulgarian Delegation; under those cir- 
cumstances they had a right to sign. He proposed that a circular letter 
should be sent them asking whether they intended to sign, and he thought this 
would not delay the delivery of the reply to the Bulgarian counter-proposals. 

It was decided: 

(1) that aU tbe Principal Allied and Associated Powers should sign the 

Treaty with Bulgaria ; 

(2) that a circular letter should be addressed to the other Allied Powers 

which had not declared w'ar against Bulgaria, to inquire whether it 
was their intention to sign the Treaty. 

6. (The Council had before it the note from the Dutch Government (see 
Appendix G) and the draft reply prepared by the Drafting 
Committee to this note (see Appendix H).) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon both docu- 
ments. He wished to add that the note sent by the Supreme 
Council on October 15th to Germany’ conformed to the 
declarations made in March at the Conference in Brussels 
concerning the question of ships in course of construction. 
He wished to point out that the decision was formerly that all ships in course 
of construction were to be delivered to the Allies. 

M. ScTALOjA remarked that, in the reply to the Dutch Government, 
paragraph 7, Annex 3 to Part VIII of the Treaty with Germany should 
7 See Vol. I, No. 74, minute i and appendix A. 
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Draft reply to the 
note from the 
Dutch Government 
regarding German 
ships sold to 
Dutch Navigation 
Companies 



be had in mind. A possible objection from the Dutch Government should 
be foreseen : the Treaty stated that Germany agreed to take any measures 
that might be necessary for obtaining the full title to the property in all ships 
which might have been transferred during the war to neutral flags. It there- 
fore followed that Holland might very well tell the Allies that they should 
address their demands to Germany and not to her. He would like the 
Drafting Committee to take into consideration the possibility of that objec- 
tion in the note to be sent to Holland, 

Mr. Polk stated that apparently the said paragraph tied the hands of the 
Supreme Council; but as a matter of principle, this would not be in accord 
with the American view of International Law. Should not this note be sent 
back to the Drafting Committee to prepare a text which would satisfy all the 
members of the Council? 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to remark that if an argument were begun with 
the Dutch Government, it would be difficult to foresee how long this discus- 
sion might last, 

(It was decided: 

to refer back to the Drafting Committee the draft reply to the note from 
the Dutch Government for further examination.) 


7 - 

Proposal cf, he Allied [Not printed]* 

Railways Commission 
in Poland to open for 
Commercial Traffic the 
three Railroads cross- 
ing the German-Polish 
frontier north of Warsaw 


8, (The Council 

Request of the European 
Danube Commission on 
the International Confer- 
ence to establish the 
regime of the Danube, as 
provided for in Article 
349 German 
Treaty 


had before it a request of the European Danube Com- 
mission on the International Conference to establish the 
regime of the Danube, as provided for in Article 349 of 
the German Treaty (see Appendix J).) 

(After a short discussion, 

It was decided : 

to refer this request to the Drafting Committee 
for examination and report as to points of law.) 


® The commission, as reported in a dispatch dated October 4, 1919, from the French 
Minister at Warsaw (appendix I in original), stated that on the lines in question (Bialystok- 
Lyck, Warsaw-Mlawa-Danzig, Lowicz-Thorn) ‘the only traffic existing at the present time 
for merchandise is that which is exploited by the Allied Commissions on Supplies, and the 
movement of travellers consists only in a bi-weekly courier that only persons accredited to 
the various missions are authorized to make use of’. The commission proposed that the 
American, British, and French Ministers at Warsaw should ask the Polish Government if it 
had any objections to opening the railways in question for general traffic, ‘and if it has, at 
what date shall it decide to open the frontiers’. After a short discussion the Supreme Council 
approved the commission’s conclusions subject to the stipulation that the Allied Military 
Representatives charged with Polish-German Affairs should be the channel for communi- 
cating to the German Government ‘the agreements, if any, concluded at Warsaw’. 
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9- 

of the Emopean Panted] 

Danube Commission for 
the Attribution of two 
Trigs to that Commission 

10. (The Council had before it the note from the German Delegation to 
Note from the German Reparations Commission regarding the transport by 

Delegation to the Repara- of potatoes purchased by Germany in Denmark (see 
tions Commission regard- Appendix L).) 
ing the transport by sea decided : 

cf potatoes pure ase ■ jy refer hack to the Allied Naval Armistice Com,- 

Germany in Denmark . . , . • ^ . ■ t . \ 

mission this question tor examination and report.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November f, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 12 


Supreme War Council, Military Representatives. 


S.W.G 477. (89th M.R.) 


VERSAILLES, goth October, igig. 


Report on the occupation of MemeL 

By a resolution dated October 25th, 1919, the Supreme Council decided ‘to refer 
to the Military Representatives at Versailles for examination and report the 
question of whether the situation in the Baltic Provinces was such as to necessitate 
occupying Memel before the prescribed date’.^ 

The Military Representatives taking into consideration'. 

( 1 ) That Germany maintains her sovereignty over the Memel district until the 
moment when the Treaty shall have come into force, 

(2) That the occupation of Memel before the Treaty shall have come into force 
would expose the troops of occupation to possible attack by German troops from 
East Prussia on the W est, or from Lithuania on the East, or from both these direc- 
tions, and that as long as the allied force intended for the occupation of the 
Plebiscite areas (Danzig, East Prussia, &c.) are not in position (which will not 
be the case until after the coming into force of the Treaty) the allied forces in the 
Territory of Memel would be left without any reserves, 

(3) That the combatant strength of the German forces in East Prussia and 
Lithuania appear to be approximately 20,000 and 40,000 respectively, 

(4) That it would be impracticable to occupy Memel in sufficient force to make 
the troops of occupation safe against such an attack, 

(5) That the Supreme Council has already decided (on October 14th, 1919)'“ 

® See No. 6, minute 3. 

In error for October 15, 1919: see Vol. I, No. 74, minute 3. 
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to occupy Memel after that region shall have passed to the hands of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, 
are of the opinion 

That the occupation of Memel before the prescribed date would offer certain 
advantages in providing the Inter-Allied Commission proceeding to the Baltic 
Provinces with an efficient means of action, but that in view of the considerations 
reviewed above, this occupation should not be effected before the coming into 
force of the Treaty. 

Desticker Sagkville-West Gavallero Embigk 

Military Repre- Major-General, Military Repre- Military Represen- 

sentative, French Military Repre- sentative, Italian tative, American 

Section, Supreme sentative, British Section, Supreme Section, Supreme 

War Council. Section, Supreme War Council. War Council. 

War Council. 


Appendix B to No. i 2 


S.W.C. 476. (89th M.R.) 

Joint Note No. 46 

Joint Note to the Supreme War Council by its Military Representatives 
Subject: Suppression of the Inter- Allied Transportation Committee 
To the Supreme War Council. 

By its decision dated February ist, 1918, (3rd Session), the Supreme War 
Council approved Joint Note No. 8 of the Military Representatives in which they 
proposed ‘The Constitution of an Inter- Allied Transportation Committee ...” to 
report to the Supreme War Council.’ 

This Committee was charged ‘to draw up a statement of the existing position of 
affairs as regards Inter-Allied Transportation, the projects now under way, the 
present state of, and future possibilities in, construction . . . ^ ^ and to make definite 
recommendations as to their co-ordination on the most efficient lines . . to 
advise as to execution, and to report as to progress.’ 

The Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council having taken into 
consideration 

1 . That the principal reasons for the formation of the Inter-Allied Transporta- 
tion Committee have ceased with the State of War, 

2. That all the questions which have been sent for examination and report to 
the said Committee, by the Supreme War Council, or [ffc], all preliminary technical 
examination having been completed, have at present been submitted to the deci- 
sion of the interested Governments or of the Supreme Council, 

3. That though, at the present moment, there may still exist numerous c|uestions 
interesting any two Governments, there no longer exist from the point of view of 
transportation any questions common to all, beyond those dealt with by the 
Supreme Economic Council, 

are of opinion 

That the maintenance of the Inter-Allied Transportation Committee is no 
Punctuation as in original. 
i8a 


longer necessary, and that it would be advisable in consequence to decide on its 
suppression. 

Desticker Sagkville-West Gavallero Embigk 

Military Repre- Major-General, Military Repre- Military Represen- 

sentative, French Military Repre- sentative, Italian tative, American 

Section, Supreme sentative, British Section, Supreme Section, Supreme 

War Council. Section, Supreme War Council. War Council. 

War Council. 

Giim at Versailles ^oih October, igig. 

Appendix G to No. 12 
Note from the French Delegation 
The Situation in Hungary 

The Supreme Council has, on many occasions, studied the situation in Hungary, 
Recently, it directed Sir George Clerk to proceed to Budapest, bearer of a decision 
made by the Allies in which the Friedrich Ministry was notified that it was invited 
to modify its Government and include democratic elements without delay, 

Since the arrival of the emissary of the Conference, the ministerial situation in 
Hungary has undergone no modification. If decisive measures are not adopted and 
put into execution by the Supreme Council, the situation in Hungary is very liable 
to become decisively more aggravated. 

». The position of the three powers now co-existing in Budapest may be presented 
in the following manner : 

ist. Mr. Friedrich continues to elude the wishes of the Allies and to refuse to 
constitute a democratic Ministry, representative of all the elements of the country, 
the only Ministry which would be capable of conducting equitable elections and 
concluding a peace with the Allies in the name of the entire country. 

On the other hand. Admiral Horthy, w^ho is an energetic, ultra-reactionary 
personality, susceptible of intriguing for his own military dictatorship, has consti- 
tuted a force comprising about 20,000 men w'^ho are fully armed and devoted to 
him. 

These two elements (Mr. Friedrich and Admiral Horthy) represent, each on his 
side, a mask of the former absolutism and in particular the Archduke Joseph. If 
the Allies do not intervene, they will probably witness, immediately after the 
departure of the Roumanian troops, and even if a small police force has been 
constituted in the capital, the I’e-appearance, under one form or another, of the 
Hapsburg dynasty. The democratic policy, which is the policy of our Allies in 
Roumania, Bohemia, Jugoslavia, France [rir], England, the United States and 
Italy, will be justified in reproaching the Conference for allowing the establishment 
of a. clerical and reactionary government which would finally re-establish fatal 
ties with Vienna and Berlin, 

It must be added that Admiral Horthy, whose clique seems to favour a military 
dictatorship, in no wise dissimulates his intention to take advantage of the momen- 
tary difficulties existing in Slovakia to resume on the very first pretext the struggle 
against the Czechs and to commence by taking possession of Presbourg; the vital 
danger of that situation was pointed out by Mr. Benes. 

*2 See |sjo. I, minute 2. 
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2nd. The Roumanian army, despite the reproaches made toward it concerning 
requisitions and the evident abuses of force committed by it, represents, however, 
the only material force which is capable of preventing the reconstruction of the 
Royalist Government at Budapest. The Allies esteem, however, that the Rou- 
manian army must evacuate the capital as soon as possible in order to permit a 
regular Government to be constituted and operate freely. The Roumanians 
declare that they are ready to withdraw their troops to the rear, in view of the 
present situation, but point out that if such decisions are taken, the situation will 
become still more embarrassing for the Allies. They have, moreover, furnished 
the armies [? arms] necessary for the organization of the city police force. 

3rd. The Commission of Generals, it must be admitted, has not succeeded, 
despite all efforts, to satisfactorily accomplish its general mission, nor the special 
missions with which it was entrusted by the Supreme Council on several occasions. 
The French General has taken no action. His English colleague appears to be 
acting in accordance with the original views which, however, do not conform with 
the decisions and instructions of the Conference. The American General and his 
Italian colleague, despite their efforts of loyal documentation, do not appear to 
have been clearly conscious of the views of the Allies. Under these circumstances, 
it does not appear that the Commission of Generals is capable of resolving, in itself, 
no matter what instructions may be sent them, the difficulties of the Hungarian 
problem. 

To find a practical solution of the difficulties of the Hungarian situation, and 
to place the country in a position to sign peace with the Allies, a primary condition 
to the re-establishment of order and for the functioning of a regular government, 
the following provisions may be considered : 

1st. Mr. Friedrich having shown that he could not or would not constitute a 
Government in which all the democratic elements of the population would be 
represented, should be obliged to retme and make place for a democratic govern- 
ment, the elements of which exist in Budapest. 

2nd. An Inter-Allied force of two divisions, placed under the orders of an Allied 
Staff, in command of a General selected by the Conference, and comprising 
Roumanian, Czech and Serbian contingents, could replace the Roumanian troops 
which are to fall back to the Theiss. 

This small occupation corps would supervise the organization of a local police, 
disarm Admiral Horthy’s army of adventurers, and would guarantee freedom in 
the elections and the operations of the new Hungarian Government. As soon as 
the situation would have been regulated, and the return of. the fallen dynasty 
averted, the Allies would withdraw their troops. The signing of the peace would 
finally be made possible and the country would resume its normal situation. 

If the Allies allow the situation at Budapest to continue, and if they do not adopt 
a complete and precise plan of action, the Hungarian situation is liable to com- 
promise the entire condition in [? of] Central Europe. 

Appendix D to No. 12 
Telegram 

Minister of Foreign Affairs, to the French Minister — Bucarest. 

The Supreme Council has decided to request the Allied Ministers at Bucarest to 
notify, jointly, without delay, the Roumanian Government of the fact that it was 

184 



unfavourably impressed upon learning that General Coanda, sent as special envoy 
to Paris by the Roumanian Ministry, arrived without the Roumanian reply to 
the last note from the Powers, under the pretext that the Italian Minister had 
not taken this step at the same time as France, England and United States. The 
Supreme Council expresses the formal desire to obtain, within the shortest time, 
a brief and clear reply from the Roumanian Government on all the points discussed. 
As the situation in Hungary demands an early decision in order to ensure the 
re-establishment of normal conditions which is absolutely essential for the security 
of Central Europe, the principal Allied and Associated Powers cannot allow to 
Roumania to [iir] prolong dilatory negotiations on the three questions stated 
October 12 th last.*' 

Please communicate this in the name of the Conference, collectively with your 
colleagues, who need not wait for special instructions from their Governments, 
owing to the urgency of the situation, 

PiGHON, 


Appendix G to No. 12 

PARIS, October 28, igig. 

From: Roosmale Nepveu'-'* 

To: Pichon, Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

The Dutch Government has noted the text, as published in the papers, of a note 
addressed to the German Government by the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Powers.’ It is .shown in this note that the Supreme Council has re- 
quested the delivery of the following five ships to the Allied Governments: Johan 
Heinrich Burchard, William Oswald^ Braunschweig^ Denderah^ Nassau. 

The ‘Koninklijke Hollansche Lloyd’ Dutch Navigation Company purchased 
the William Oswald and the Johan Heinrich Bur chard on the 15th of June 1916. 
The other three ships were purchased by the ‘Holland -Amerika Lijn’ Dutch 
Navigation Company on July 29, 1915 and August 7, 1915. 

These ships, the purchase price of which was paid by the two Companies in 
question, were in course of construction at the time of the transaction. With 
reference to these ships, they were never at any time, properly speaking, German 
property and were never carried on the register of German ships. They were 
provided for the first time with Dutch clearances. 

As a consequence, the ships in question are incontestably Dutch property, the 
more so in that at the time of the transaction there existed no prescription pro- 
hibiting the sale of Gei-man ships, in course of construction, or the purchase of 
German ships, by neutrals. 

The Dutch Government has indicated the rights of the Dutch Companies to 
the German Government. 

The Government of the Queen thought it advisable to bring the preceding to 
the knowledge of the Supreme Council, The Government entertains the hope that 
the Supreme Council will recognize the rights of the Dutch Companies, and that 
[? no] measures will be taken which would thwart the delivery of the ships in 
question to their legitimate owners. 

By order of my Government, I have the honour to apply to your Excellency to 
act as intermediary in presenting this communication to the Supreme Council. 

Please accept, etc, 

*3 Netherlands Secretary of Legation in Paris. 
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Appendix H to No. 12 


A. S. German Ships ceded to Holland. October 31^ igig. 

Note from the Drafting Committee 

The Drafting Committee is of the opinion that the letter from the Dutch 
Minister, dated October 28th, calls for the following response : 

A ship of enemy origin cannot, during the war, escape the practice of the rights 
of belligerents, that is to say the liability of capture during hostilities, by sale or 
cession, nor upon the reestablishment of Peace, escape the Peace Conditions cover- 
ing enemy ships. 

The letter from the Dutch Minister contends that upon the dates when the 
purchase of these ships took place, there existed no prescription prohibiting the 
purchase of German ships by neutrals. 

The Minister of the Netherlands appears to forget that by international law, 
the purchase of enemy ships in the course of war cannot, in principle, be opposed 
to the belligerents. « 

PIenri Fromageot. 


Appendix J to No. 12 
The European Danube Commission : 

Whereas Article 349 of the Peace Treaty with Germany provides for the earfy 
meeting of an International Conference to establish the regime which i's to apply 
to the Danube throughout its entire internationalized course; whereas it is indis- 
pensable that the European Danube Commission be represented in this Conference 
to indicate the interests it represents and to furnish the benefits of its experience 
in Danubian affairs; 

Decides: to request the Supreme Council of the Allies to kindly assure the 
representation of the European Danube Commission in the said Conference. 


Appendix L to No. 12 

Note handed to Mr. Loucheiir by the President of the German Peace Delegation 

PARIS, October sy, igig. 

On account of the threatening nature of the food situation in Germany, a 
contract has been concluded with Denmark for the delivery of 50,000 tons of 
potatoes. 

It is absolutely necessary that these potatoes be transported before the com- 
mencement of the frosts. 

It is impossible, however, to make the shipments in time without having recourse 
to German tonnage and to cross the Baltic sea. The transportation should be made 
by steamers and German lighters of about 500 to 750 tons. 

For this reason petitions have already been addressed to the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Governments by Denmark on this subject. 
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No. 13 


H. D. 83.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichoFs Rooniy Quai d'Orsayy Paris, on Tuesday ^ 

November 4, igig^ at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr, H, Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de St. 
Qiientin. 

Italy: M. de Martino, secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small, France: M. Massigli, Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in w'hich they were interested : 
U.S.A.: Dr. J. B. Scott. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Captain Fuller, R.N., Mr, A. 

Deeper, Commander Dunne, Mr. Malkin. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Desticker, General 
Le Rond, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: General Cavallero, M, Vannutelli-Rey, M. Dell’Abbadessa, 
M. Pilotti, Prince Boncompagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. 

Curtailment'oJ [Not printed]- 

Service on Ger- 
man Railroads 

2. (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk to the 
. Supreme Council dated November ist, 1919 (see Appendix B).) 
(^esthn^ M. Berthelot said that it was evident from reading Sir George 
Clerk’s telegram that everyone in Hungary desired the departure of 
the Roumanian troops; they were an embarrassment both to the Friedrich 
Government and to the Allied Generals, whose authority was compromised 
by their presence. But, in spite of this fact, it remained necessary to have an 
Inter-Allied force on the spot. This seemed to him all the more essential as 
he noted that the only Allied representative having a real influence in Hungary 
was Admiral Troubridge, and he supposed that this was because of the 
vessels under the Admiral’s command. So the Roumanians should leave, 
but on the other hand, it was necessary to have an Inter-Allied force which 
I Marshal Foch explained that the German authorities had ‘informed the Allied repre- 
sentatives that the German Government had decided to stop all passenger train service 
from the 5th to the 15th of November, both in the occupied and unoccupied parts of 
Germany. After the 1 5th of November passenger traffic would be restored but all express 
trains would be suppressed.’ The Supreme Council ‘decided to approve the communication 
to be sent by Marshal Foch to the German Government notifying it that the Allied and 
iVssociated Powers could not permit a substantial curtailment of service on railroads in tlic 
occupied territories’. (Appendix A in original.) 
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would be more than a moral force. Sir George Clerk’s telegram also indicated 
that the Friedrich Government would retire as soon as the Roumanian 
troops had left. Under these conditions it seemed to him that the order of 
events should be as follows: (i) formation of an Inter- Allied force, if it were 
decided to form one; (2) departure of the Roumanian troops, as soon as this 
Inter- Allied force could reach its destination; (3) withdrawal of the Friedrich 
cabinet; and, (4) formation of a democratic government which would take 
charge of elections. Sir George Clerk, as a perfect gentleman, seemed to feel 
confidence in Admiral Horthy, in whom he had found a pleasing personality. 
As far as he was concerned, it seemed to him that the word of an Hungarian 
Admiral, however likeable he might be, and whose intentions moreover were 
known, was not sufficient. 

M. DE Martino said that the Italian Delegation was of the opinion that 
the occupation of Hungary by an Inter-Allied force composed of Jugo-Slavs 
and Czechs would result in trouble; these troops, particularly the Jugo-Slav 
troops, had shown in the past that they were not averse to pillaging. More- 
over, there existed a profound hatred between Flungarians and Serbs. The 
Italian Delegation therefore thought that the troops which it was proposed 
to send to Hungary would only increase disorder. The Italian representative 
at Budapest had proposed an alternative plan of charging the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission with supervising the organization of the Hungarian army 
and of ensuring that it did not fall into the hands of the reactionaries. Such 
a mission for the Generals could be considered as falling within the terms of 
the Armistice and would not constitute an illegal interference in the internal 
affairs of Hungary. In any case it would be well to know what kind of 
government it was desired to establish in Hungary. Sir George Clerk’s report 
seemed to place confidence in Friedrich and Horthy, while, on the other 
hand, the French Delegation had characterized them as tools of Archduke 
Joseph; a definite policy should be adopted. 

M, Berthelot replied that if the Serbs and Czechs were to be commanded 
by Serb and Czech officers it would evidently be impossible to use them, but 
it was proposed to place these troops under Allied command. Moreover, 
whatever bitterness might exist in Hungary against the Serbs, he thought that 
Hungarian public opinion was resigned to the loss of certain territories. In 
the next place, it seemed scarcely possible that Admiral Horthy’s array could 
be controlled by a Commission which had no material force at its disposition : 
to follow any such line of action would be tantamount to insisting on a policy 
of impotence. Finally, as to the question of knowing what government should 
be supported, he thought that there was no difference of opinion, and that 
M. de Martino himself had no doubts concerning the true aims of Friedrich. 
This point of paramount importance remained : as long as the Roumanians 
were there, the Hungarian Government had been able to do nothing. The 
day the Roumanians left and nothing remained but the moral force of the 
Allied Generals, the country would be delivered over to reaction and 
monarchical restoration. It was vital to have a real force in Hungary; the 
question was to know what this force should be. 
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Mr. Polk asked who would pay the Czecho-Slovak and Serbian troops 
placed under Allied Command. It was evident that it would not be their 
governments. 

M. Berthelot observed that the financial question would have to be 
examined but that it was less important than the question of principle which 
should be decided first. 

M. PiGHON pointed out that it was necessary to know if it was agreed to 
organize an Inter-Allied force. For his part he thought it indispensable. As 
long as Friedrich was there the establishment of a democratic form of govern- 
ment could not be counted upon. Friedrich had proved that he was either 
unable or unwilling to establish one. 

Mr. Polk said that his difficulty was that the plan now proposed had not 
been suggested either by Sir George Clerk or by the Allied Generals; it was 
being discussed at long range. Moreover, he thought that there would be 
difficulties in obtaining the necessary cooperation of the Czecho-Slovaks and 
Jugo-Slavs; it would also be difficult to persuade the Roumanians to with- 
draw completely, and the Council would find it hard to maintain control of 
the situation. Finally, he doubted if an Allied command would suffice to 
prevent the pillaging and disorders that M. de Martino mentioned. 

M. PiCHON said that evidently no decision could now be taken and that 
Sir George Clerk and the Allied Generals should be consulted. 

M. Berthelot observed that it would certainly be preferable to send 
Allied troops into Hungary, but that none were available. It was also clear 
that it would be difficult to eliminate the Roumanians, and that if the three 
countries bordering on Hungary participated in that operation the difficulties 
would be less. On both sides there were adverse considerations between 
which a choice would have to be made. 

M. DE Martino requested that his proposal be submitted also to Sir 
George Clerk. He was, moreover, greatly impressed by the fact that Sir 
George Clerk thought that Horthy could be persuaded to keep his promises, 

M. PiCHON thought it was extraordinary that Admiral Florthy, who had 
raised an army with certain well known intentions, should suddenly renounce 
his designs. 

M, DE Martino pointed out that Sir George Clerk had also indicated the 
possibility of trusting Friedrich and had spoken of private negotiations rela- 
tive to the formation of a Ministry, whereas M. Berthelot had said that the 
Council had already pronounced against Friedrich. 

M. Berthelot said that it should be recalled that after Sir George Clerk’s 
first trip, the Council had agreed that Friedrich must be eliminated. A draft 
telegram to this effect had been prepared. In order not to seem to intervene 
ill the internal affairs of Hungary this telegram had not been sent and it had 
been decided to entrust Sir George Clerk with a new mission, but Sir George 
Clerk’s instructions were contained in the draft telegram. ^ This draft had 
been prepared by Sir George Clerk and himself. Sir George had pointed out 
to him that it would be best not to give Friedrich an order to withdraw and 
2 See No. i, minute 2 . 



to only tell him that for the last time he was asked to form a democratic 
government— a thing which they judged it impossible for him to do. He 
recalled also that the Council had thought of publishing the telegram in order 
to strengthen the hands of the Hungarian democratic elements. It was clear 
that if Friedrich had been able to form a democratic government he would 
long since have done so. Sir George Clerk, moreover, did not seem to have 
any doubt of his withdrawal. It seemed to him that the Friedrich Govern- 
ment, like any monarchical Government which attempted to establish itself 
in Hungary, should withdraw. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he entirely agreed that Sir George Clerk should 
be consulted ; he himself had suggested it at the preceding meeting of the 
Council. There was first of all a point which had to be clarified, namely: 
what was being asked of Hungary? It was to have a stable Government 
which would preside over the elections and with which Peace could be con- 
cluded. The occupation, which M. Berthelot thought would be a short one, 
was therefore bound up with the question of elections, and might well be 
prolonged. Furthermore, Sir George Clerk thought that Friedrich would 
withdraw after the departure of the Roumanians and he manifested a great 
deal of confidence in Admiral Horthy’s assurance that he would recognize 
a Government resulting from the elections. Sir George must have had serious 
reasons for this opinion and he, himself, attached great weight to it. More- 
over, it was well known that the majority of the Hungarian population 
favoured the establishment of a conservative form of government; if the 
elections took place without mismanagement it was almost certain that the 
resulting Government would not be democratic. However, there existed no 
right to prevent the Hungarian people from forming a government corre- 
sponding to its own tendencies, provided there were no question of restoring 
the Hapsburgs. He thought, indeed, that Admiral Horthy was counting on 
the elections to bring about in Hungary a Government satisfactory to him- 
self, and that doubtless explained his attitude and the assurance he had given 
to Sir George Clerk. Ought military intervention to be resorted to, in order 
to prevent such elections? The whole question lay there. In the meantime, 
elections were impossible in Hungary until the Roumanians had retired 
beyond the Theiss. The intervention of the Czechs and Serbs might likewise 
create difficulties. He doubted whether that intervention could be obtained 
since the Czechs were probably not inclined to favour the formation of a 
Government whose tendencies would cause them anxiety. Moreover, if the 
intervention of the Jugo-Slavs were requested they might ask to be guaranteed 
against an Italian attack; what would be done then? He thought, for his 
part, that Sir George Clerk ought first of all to be asked if he thought it 
expedient to form the Inter-Allied force which had been suggested. Why not 
be satisfied with the departure of Friedrich and the formation of another 
Government? That was what had been desired by the Council. There had 
been no thought of military occupation and no new fact had occurred to 
justify that occupation. 

M. Berthelot thought that there was a new fact, namely : the organiza- 


tion of Hortliy’s army. He was very nearly in agreement with the essential 
part of Sir Eyre Crowe’s statements. It was indeed probable that the elections 
would be favourable to politicians of the same shade of opinion as Friedrich, 
but the principle should be agreed to that the return of the Hapsburgs could 
not be tolerated. It was impossible to intervene in opposition to the opinion 
of the country, nevertheless this opinion could not be allowed to do what it 
pleased. Moreover, he did not think that the Czechs would create any diffi- 
culty over giving the assistance which would be asked of them, for Mr. Benes 
had been the first to point out the danger. There was no doubt that the police 
of Friedrich and the army of Horthy would, at the time of the elections, act 
favourably to the reactionary elements. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that Sir George Clerk should be asked if he was 
sure of the good faith of Friedrich and Horthy. 

M. DE Martino said that Sir Eyre Crowe had alluded to a cpiestion which 
the Jugo-Slavs would doubtless raise if they were asked to send troops into 
Flungary. He could not better reply than by reiterating the opposition of the 
Italian Delegation to the sending of Serbian troops into Hungary. 

M. Berthelot asked the reasons for this opposition. 

M. DE Martino said the reasons were those that he had already pointed 
out ; he was willing, however, for Sir George Clerk to be consulted on this point 
provided that his (M. de Martino’s) suggestions were also submitted to him. 

M. Pigeon pointed out that Sir George Clerk had made another recom- 
mendation, namely: sending an Inter-Allied Mission to Transylvania. For 
his part he approved of this recommendation. 

Mr. Polk asked if the members of this proposed Mission could not be taken 
from the Allied officers at Budapest. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recalled that Transylvania was to be given to Roumania, 
and inquired whether such a Mission could be sent without previous negotia- 
tions with Roumania. 

Mr. Polk suggested that Sir George Clerk be asked what part of Transyl- 
vania was referred to in his telegram. 

M. Pigeon added that he might also be asked to specify the accusations 
made against the Roumanians. 

M. Berthelot read a draft telegram which he had prepared in conformity 
with the views expressed in the course of the discussion. 

Mr. Polk asked if the sense of the Council was that the Roumanians 
should eventually be represented in the Inter-Allied force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he, just as did the American Delegation, saw 
difficulties in such a course. 

M. Pigeon said that he was not desirous to have the Roumanians included 
in this force, but he thought that their exclusion would create additional 
difficulties. 

Mr. Polk remarked that he had only said that it seemed to him difficult 
for the Roumanians to accept exclusion from the Inter-Allied force. 

Sir Eyre Crowe called attention to the fact that Sir George Clerk had 
asked if he was authorized to state that the Allies would recognize a Govern- 



ment, acceptable to him, which did not include Friedrich, A reply on this 
point should be sent to him. 

Mr. Polk said he took it as understood that the telegram would be sub- 
mitted to the Council before being despatched. 

It was decided; 

that at its next meeting the Council would examine a draft telegram to 
Sir George Clerk to he prepared by M. Berthelot in conformity with the 
discussion of this question at the meeting of November 4th. 

3. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation dated 
November 3, 1919 (see Appendix C).^) 

Conference preparatory GENERAL Le Rond said that there had already been 
^th^Treat^^wUh^'^^ preliminary conferences between the British and French 
Garnany delegates on the various Plebiscite Commissions. It would 

be very advisable for the Italian delegates to participate as 
soon as possible in these conferences. The Council should not forget that 
these Commissions were important bodies, that each country had to organize 
a numerous personnel and that such organization would necessarily entail 
a long delay. In these preliminary conferences it would be necessary to agree 
on the personnel to be furnished by each Allied country and to prepare the 
negotiations with the Germans. 

M. DE Martino thought that November 7th was somewhat early. The 
8th or 9th would be better. 

General Le Rond observed that there was no obligation to commence 
negotiations with the Germans exactly on the loth. 

M. PiCHON wished to draw the attention of the Italian Delegation to the 
question of the contingent to be supplied by Italy for the forces of occupation; 
the Council did not yet know if Italy had withdrawn her reservation. 

General Cavali.ero said that the instructions he had just received 
authorized him to withdraw that reservation. The Italian contingent would 
consist of five battalions and two batteries of field artillery, that is to say, 

3 Not printed. In this note the French Delegation, referring to the Allied note of 
November i, rgig, which had invited the German Government to send to Paris, for 
November 10, representatives qualified to arrange with Allied representatives the necessary 
measures relative to the entry into force of the Treaty of Versailles (see No. 10, appendix B), 
drew attention to the necessity for preliminary interallied meetings in this connexion and 
proposed that: '(1) the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers, designated at the 
rate of at least one delegate for each Power and for each Commission, assemble on November 
7 at the Quai d’Orsay: (2) sessions of the Commissions which are to commence operations 
on November 10, in participation with the Germans, be held. In view of these early 
conferences the French Delegation calls the attention of the Supreme Council to the neces- 
sity of regulating the two following questions as promptly as possible: (ist) Strength of 
Occupation Forces-. American troops will not participate in the occupation before the ratifi- 
cation of the Treaty by the United States. However, the emplacement of their battalions 
is reserved, in accord with the American Government.’ The note then referred under this 
head to the Italian contingent, for which see the discussion in the Supreme Council. 
(2nd) Presidency of the Inter-Allied Commissions in the ^ones of Occupation', see the discussion in 
the Supreme Council. 
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three battalions and two batteries of field artillery would be sent to Upper 
Silesia, one battalion to Marienwerder and one to Teschen. He would come 
to an agreement with Marshal Foch’s staff to have the strength of the three 
battalions destined for Upper Silesia sufficiently reinforced to equal approxi- 
mately the five battalions demanded. 

Marshal Foch said that this plan ought to be examined more closely but 
in principle it seemed admissible. 

M. PiGHON said that the Presidents of the Commissions should be named. 
The Council had decided on the i8th October that the Presidents should be 
elected by the Commissions themselves, but it later seemed preferable to 
have the Council appoint them directly.® Ought it to wait until the Com- 
missions had been formed? 

General Le Rond thought that it was important to make these appoint- 
ments as soon as possible. Indeed the Presidency carried with it certain 
obligations ; the nations furnishing the Presidents would also have to furnish 
a larger personnel. They, therefore, should be settled upon as soon as 
possible. If it were decided that the Presidency of each Commission should 
be given to the Nation to which had been entrusted the command of the 
troops in the same zone, he wished to recall that at Allenstein the military 
command would be British, at Marienwerder Italian, in Upper Silesia 
French, and at Teschen American; but as for Tesclien the American partici- 
pation was awaiting the ratification of the Treaty by the Senate, and the 
cyaestion was all the more urgent inasmuch as only two months were left in 
which to hold the plebiscite. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council felt that it was fitting that the military 
command in each territory to be occupied, and the Presidency of the plebis- 
cite Commission in the same territory, should pertain to the same Nation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that while waiting for America to assume the 
Presidency of the Teschen Commission it should be held by France, which 
already administered the neighbouring territory of Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Polk agreed. 

General Weygand said that a telegram had just been received from 
General Henrys containing information of the agreements concluded between 
the Germans and Poles with respect to regulating the taking over by Poland 
of territories to be immediately Teded to it by virtue of the Treaty of Peace. 
The application of these agreements, moreover, raised certain difficulties ; for 
instance, it involved the passage over part of the territory of the free city of 
Danzig of German troops. Under these circumstances he thought it im- 
portant to notify the Poles to send here representatives cjualified to continue 
their negotiations with the Germans under the auspices of the Conference. 
(This recommendation was approved.) 

It was decided : 

(1) that the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers on Plebis- 
cite or Administrative Commissions, to the extent of at least one 

4 See No. 2, minute i . ^ See No. 5, minute 6. 
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Delegate from each Power on each Commission, should assemble at 
the Quai d’Orsay as soon as practicable — November 7th if possible ; 
(2) that the Polish Government should be invited to send to Paris repre- 
sentatives empowered to conduct with the German Governineiit 
under the auspices of the Conference — the negotiations rendered 
necessary by the cession to Poland of German territory, at the same 
time as the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers discussed with the German Delegates questions raised by 
the putting into force of the Treaty of Peace. 

It was further decided : 

(1) that the Presidency of the Plebiscite Commissions should at Alleustein 

be held by the British Representative, at Marienwerder by the 
Italian, in Upper Silesia by the French, and at Tescheii by the 
American; although provisionally it should be held at Teschen by 
the French Representative ; 

(2) that the question of the strength of the Italian troops of occupation 

should be settled by Marshal Foch and tbe Italian Mibtary Repre- 
sentative. 

4* 

TransprnMonmthe [Not printed]* 

Baltic of wood des- 
tined for Belgium 

5. General Weygand stated that with respect to their railway system the 
Baltic Provinces were in. a peculiar situation. During the war 
Germans changed the tracks to normal gauge with the 
Provinces result that at present only German material and transformed 
Russian material could circulate on the Baltic system. It was 
evident that in order to assure the continuance of the economic life of the 
country part of the German material should be retained on the spot. Neither 
the Armistice nor the Treaty accorded the right to demand this. He proposed 
that the German Government be informed that, by reason of Germany’s 
deliberate transformation of the railways of the Baltic Provinces, General 
Niessel should be empowered to determine the amount of German material 
to be retained in those territories. 

It was decided: 

that the German Government should be informed by Marshal Foch that, 
in consequence of the transformation of the railways of the Baltic Pro- 
vinces effected by the Germans during the war, General Niessel would be 

In accordance with the view expressed by Sir E. Crowe, the Supreme Council ‘decided 
to transmit to the Allied Naval Armistice Commission the note from the Belgian Delegation 
[dated October 25, 1919: appendix D in original] relative to German vessels laden with 
wood destined for Belgium, and to inform the Commission that the Supreme Council was 
of the opinion that the instructions previously given by it involved the granting of the 
Belgian request’ for the early clearance of ‘several ships loaded with wood in Finland and 
ultimately destined for Belgium’ which had ‘been stopped in Baltic ports as a result of the 
blockade proclaimed by the Supreme Council’. 
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empowered to deternaine the amount of German rolling stock which should 
be left in those regions. 


6. (The Council had before it the draft letter to the Charge d’ Affaires of 
the Dutch Government relative to the vessels sold by Germany 
Note to the during the war to Dutch Navigation Companies. (Appendix 
Chargi d’ Affaires -p n \ 
of the Dutch ' -s . 

Governmmt I* was decided: 

to approve the text of the note to the Charge d’ Affaires ot 
the Dutch Government relative to German ships sold during the war to 
Dutch Navigation Companies. 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee dated 
, November 3rd, 1919 (see Appendix F).'^) 

Reprpentatxon of Eyre Crowe observed that the only thing to do was 

Danube Comniis- approve the recommendations oi the note, i he Council at 
sion in the Coxi- that moment agreed that the Secretary-General of the European 
ference provided Danube Commission, that is to say, Colonel Rey, should be 
for by uptick 343 Secretary-General of the Conference provided for by Article 
Vmamef^ 349 of the Treaty of Versailles. 

(It was decided; 

( 1 ) to approve the recommendations of the note prepared by the Drafting 

^ Committee (see Appendix F )7 relative to representation of the 

European Danube Commission in the Conference provided for by 

Article 349 of the Treaty of Versailles ; 

( 2 ) that the Secretary-General of the European Danube Commission 

should act as Secretary-General of the said Conference.) 


8. M. Fromageot said that the Drafting Committee wondered whether it 
would not be expedient to have Bulgaria sign a Protocol 
by ^Bulgaria ^ similar to those signed by the German and Austrian Dele- 
gations at Versailles and at St. Germain. It was difficult 
to take the Versailles Protocol as a guide for the Protocol in question. 
On the other hand, the St. Germain Protocol® contained provisions which it 
would be advantageous to have Bulgaria sign. For instance, it provided, 
in Section i, that the list of persons to be handed over to the Allied and 
Associated Governments by Austria pursuant to Article 173, paragraph 2, 

Not printed. The conclusion of this brief note, prepared in accordance with the de- 
cision of the Supreme Council recorded in No. 12, minute 8, was that ‘on the one hand, 
it does not seem possible . . . that the Danube Commission be designated as a Power, 
member of the Conference; on the other, it appears necessary to establish a close contact 
between the Commission and the Conference. 

‘These two viewpoints could be easily reconciled, if the Supreme Council, in naming the 
Powers which are to compose the Conference, give them the following recommendation ; 
‘i. Not to come to any decision without first having heard the Danube Commission, and 
‘2. To choose as Secretary-General of the Conference a qualified representative of the 
Commission.’ 

® Printed in Treaty Series (igig) No. ii. Crad. 400, pp. 115-16. 
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of the Treaty, should be sent to the Austrian Government within a month of 
the coming into force of the Treaty. A similar clause could bt inserted in the 
Bulgarian Protocol. The provisions contained in Section 2 seemed inapplic- 
able to Bulgaria. The same was not true of the provisions of Section 3 ; but 
as the Bulgarian Treaty, with respect to reparations, differed greatly from 
the Austrian Treaty, he thought that the opinion of the Reparation Com- 
mission should be asked on that point. Finally, Section 4 could be advan- 
tageously reproduced. Austria had also signed at St. Germain a declaration 
by which it undertook to communicate to the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments all the information at its disposal relative to vessels sunk or damaged 
by Austrian naval forces during the war.^ It might not be very beneficial to 
have Bulgaria sign a corresponding declaration, but at least it could not be 
prejudicial. 

(It was decided ; 

(1) that the Drafting Committee should prepare, to be signed at the same 

time as the Bulgarian Treaty, a draft protocol similar to the protocol 
signed September 10, 1919, at Saint Germain,® by the Austrian 
Delegation, subject to the decision of the Reparation Commission 
as to the expediency of repeating in the said protocol the provisions 
or [of] Sections 2 and 3 of the Protocol of Saint Germain ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should prepare, to be signed by the 

Bulgarian Delegation at the same time as the Treaty of Peace, a 
declaration similar to the one signed on September 10, 1919, by thf 
Austrian Delegation.^) 

g. M. Matsui stated that he had been telegraphically informed that the 
Emperor of Japan, on October 30th, had ratified the Treaty 
^reat^'^oTversailles Under the final clauses of the Treaty of Peace 

by Japan became his duty to make a formal notification of this 

ratification. Should he do so at once or await the signature of 
the proces-verbal relative to the deposit of ratifications? It seemed to him 
that he might await this latter date. 

M. PiGHON said that the Conference would approve the procedure pre- 
scribed by the Di'afting Committee. 

M. Fromageot said that that Committee had provided for this contin- 
gency in the draft proces-verbal ofthe deposit of ratifications which had been 
approved by the Council. This draft had spoken of ‘deposit of ratifications or 
of notifications of ratifications’. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 4 , igig. 

® Printed ibid., p. 1 1 7. 
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Appendix B to No. 13 

Telegram from Sir George Clerk^ Budapest, to Sir Eyre Crowe, Astoria 
D. November ist 1919. R. November 2nd 1919. 

No. 3. 

Following for Supreme Council No. 2. 

Situation here is extraordinarily complicated and difficult. Three or two months 
ago provisional coalition government could have been made comparatively easily. 
Since then anti-Semitic crusade has grown to a great height and though really 
genuine has been to some extent fostered for political purposes. Result is that it is 
impossible to ignore popular sentiment which unless handled with great care will 
break out in violence and unrest throughout country. 

I have seen important representatives of every shade of opinion and my general 
conclusions are as follows : 

1 . Immediate evacuation of Roumanian forces is essential. Whatever risks, I 
have not found one Hungarian apart from extreme Jewish and social democrats 
who are not agreed upon this. Until Roumanians go nothing serious can be done 
here and it is only this tangible proof of betterment that will enable me to handle 
problem of Christian National party which is name of this mass of excited popular 
feeling which looks on Friedrich as the standard bearer. M. Diamandi assures me 
that immediately on my arrival he telegraphed urgently to Bucharest pressing for 
withdrawal but so far has had no reply. Possible Roumanian elections which I 
understand are at present taking place in Bucharest may account for this but I beg 
Supreme Council will exercise all possible pressure on Roumanian Government 
to secure earliest possible withdrawal. I trust Roumanianfs] will be required to 
evacuate all occupied territory that is to say that they will not be allowed to remain 
on ... ^° A further reason for early evacuation is that there are signs of an early and 
very hard winter and this means that with a frozen Danube vessels of inter-allied 
Danube Commission will be immobile and only force we possess to assist in main- 
taining order will be powerless. 

2. Once I have this definite assurance of Roumanian evacuation I can approach 
Friedrich and I hope obtain fi’om him a definite assurance that he will make way 
for a government which corresponds with wishes of Supreme Council. 

3. Private negotiations are in train for formation of such a Government. In 
view of great weight and excited feeling of Christian National Party they must be 
fully represented and care taken not to give them occasion to think they are being 
swamped by Jews and Socialists. If however all goes well there will be a govern- 
ment which will fully meet rec|uirements of Supreme Council. I shall of course 
satisfy myself main Hungarian parties . . .^° Chi'istian National Party ai'e content 
with their representatives in this government. As it may be of great importance 
before they settle transfer of government from Friedrich to his successor at short 
notice I venture to ask that I may if necessary assure new government of provi- 
sional recognition of Supreme Council. Time necessary only to exchange tele- 
grams after formal [Pformation] new government may upset whole scheme. 

4. I have seen Admiral Horthy. He inspires confidence. Pie will give me a 
formal assurance that he will accept new government and keep his troops in hand. 
In order to quiet en bloc apprehension of Jewish and Socialist convention here 

The text here is uncertain. 
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I have told Admiral Horthy that on the strength of his assurance I shall give my 
personal assurance to these people that order will be maintained. Otherwise there 
may be something like panic. 

6. It would be practically impossible to include a Jew in the new Provisional 
government. Nor do Jews themselves wish it. I shall however see that they are 
satisfied with composition of government. 

7. Reports reach me here as to Roumanian action in Transylvania which leaves 
little doubt Roumanians are acting there not only with great harshness but in 
flagrant violation of conditions of peace treaty. If it were possible for an inter- 
Allied commission to visit Transylvania to report on situation confidence and trust 
of tliis people in justice of Allies would be firmly established. I am sending by 
despatch report on conditions in Transylvania. 


Appendix E to No. 13 

Proposed Letter to the Charge d’’ Affaires of the Netherlands 

PARIS, November 4, igig. 

I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of October 28 last,” 
in which you kindly requested me to communicate to the Supreme Council the 
views of the Netherlands Government relative to German ships, claimed by 
Holland as having been sold during the war by the Hamburg-Amerika-Line and 
the Kosmos-Line to the profit of the Netherlands companies Lloyd Royal Holland 
and Holland- Amerika-Line. 

I have the honour of informing you that the conditions under which this tran- 
saction was made do not permit the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to 
recognize the property right to these ships by the Dutch companies interested. 

It may be noted that, on the other hand, according to the terms of the Armistice 
Convention of January 16, 1919, Germany must hand over all her commercial 
vessels to the Allies, and that between the signing and the coming into force of the 
Peace Treaty, no act of Germany could be tolerated which would infringe upon 
the execution of her obligation to hand over her commercial vessels to the Allied 
and Associated Powers, according to the provisions of the Treaty. 

Under these conditions the Supreme Council has requested me to advise you 
that the claims of the Dutch companies interested cannot be complied with. 

If these interested parties have any claims to enter, they should present them to 
Germany, whose intervention in this respect is provided for in paragraph 7 of 
Annex III of Part VIII (Reparations) of the Peace Treaty with Germany. 

” See No. 12, appendix G. 
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H. D. 84.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 

November 5 , igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M, Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy'- M. Zanchi. 
interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A.: General Bliss. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Commander Lucas, R.N., 
Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. E. H. Carr. 

Italy: General Gavallero, General Marietti, M. Vannuteili-Rey, Prince 
Boncompagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


f. (The Council had before it a draft telegram to Sir George Clerk (see 
Appendix A).) 

"sir^Gmie^Clerk Eyre Growe wished to remark that he proposed to 

replace paragraph 2 on page i by the following paragraph : 
‘The Roumanian troops shall evacuate Hungary completely and shall with- 
draw to the other side of the frontier as fi.xed by the Conference : it is indis- 
pensable that they should allow full liberty to the Hungarian elections.’ In 
the following paragraph he suggested that the words, ‘immediately there- 
after’ should be omitted. He wished to give Sir George Clerk discretion on 
the question of the time when the Friedrich cabinet should withdraw. If he 
were to await the complete evacuation by the Roumanian ti'oops, this might 
be found too long. 

M. DE Martino asked that a change be made in paragraph i of page 2,^ 
so as to follow the suggestion made by the Italian representative at Budapest. 
(The text was agreed to read as follows: ‘Another suggestion had been 
made which charged the Inter- Allied Military Mission with the supervision, 
of the organization . . . etc.’ (see Appendix B).) 


Mr. Poi,k suggested that the beginning of paragraph 3 0.11 page 2^ be 
changed to read as follows : ‘The Council would like to know whether, after 
having consulted the Inter- Allied Mission, and after , . . &c.’ 


J The second paragraph of the draft telegram. 

2 The fiftli paragraph of the draft telegram. 

3 The seventh paragraph of the draft telegram. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe wished to add to paragraph 3 of page 2,^ after the words, 
‘by the Hungarian gendarmerie’ the following words, ‘which might be 
placed under the Control, direct or indirect, of the Inter-Allied Military 
Mission.’ 

(This change was adopted, and it was agreed to put after paragraph 3 of 

page 2,3 the paragraph suggested by M, de Martino.) 

(It was decided : 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should send to Sir George Clerk, in the name of 

the Supreme Council, the telegram as shown in Appendix B ; 

(2) that the telegram sent by the Supreme Council to the Roumanian 

Government at its meeting of November 3rd, 1919d should be com- 
municated to Sir George Clerk.) 

2. M. Pigeon inquired w'hether Mr. Polk had received an answ'er on the 
subject from President Wilson. 

First Meeting of PoLK said that the President would surely issue the 

the Council of convocation of the first meeting of the Council of the I.eague of 
Nations Nations; the only question was the form 01 letter which the 

President should write. This was still open and he expected 
an answer wdthin a short time. 

Sir Eyre Crow'e wished to state that the British Government had agreed 
upon Paris as the place of the first meeting of the Council. 

M. Berthelot stated it had been understood between Sir Eric Drunf- 
mond, Colonel House and the French Representative that this meeting 
should only nominate the Commission charged with fixing the boundaries 
of the Sarre district. There still remained the appointment of the Commission 
for the Government of the Sarre district. As soon as the Treaty was put into 
force, the German Government might ask, to whom should the sovereignty 
over this territory be transferred. The difficulty might of course be solved by 
prolonging the military occupation regime until the Commission for the 
Government of the Sarre had been appointed; but it W'as important that 
the Allies should agree on this intermediary solution. From the French 
standpoint, however, it was quite certain that it would be wiser to appoint 
the Government Commission at once and that it was to especially please the 
American and British Governments that this solution might be accepted. 

Mr. Polk remarked that he understood that this was the view of his 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that the Germans might cause trouble, if this 
were not fixed ; Sir Eric Drummond however having agreed with his French 
and American colleagues, he (Sir Eyre Crowe) concluded that M. Bertlieiot’s 
solution was correct. 

M. Berthelot remarked that of course Germany would be very likely to 
send notes to the Allies on the subject but as it was only a question of a few 
weeks at the most, he thought it would be easy to gain the necessary time. 

^ See No. 12, appendix D. 
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(It was decided : 

(1) that Paris should be the place of the first meeting of the Council of 

[the] League of Nations ; 

(2) that on the agenda of the first meeting of the Council the only matter 

taken up would he the appointment of the Commission charged with 
fixing the boundaries of the Sarre territory ; 

(3) that the present military occupation of the Sarre territory shotilcl con- 

tinue until the Commission charged with the govemm.ent of the 
Sarre district had been appointed.) 

3. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation (see 

R,,uestoflhel,ro- Appendix G).) 

visional Government of (After* a short discussion, 

Metnel to he author- It was decided ; 

that Sir Eyre Crowe should notify the Delegates of the 
■ ^ provisional Government at Memei that tlie permission re- 

quested could not be granted but that as soon as the Treaty of Peace was 
put into force the Allied and Associated Powers wmuld welcome the co- 
opei'ation of the local Officials who are natives of the country.) 

4. (The Council liad before it instructions to General Niessel, President of 

Instructions to Commission charged with the control of the evacuation of 

the Inter-Allied Baltic Provinces. (See Appendix D.)®) 

^Commission to SiR Eyre Crowe pointed out that the last phrase of para- 
exa?nine mtfj the graph i, Section 5 entitled, ‘Action of the Allied Navy in the 
emcuatim of the galtic,’ beginning with the words, ‘the Commission will serve as 
a tic rovinces intermediary’ [? should] be removed. (This was agreed to.) 
Sir Eyre Crowe also wished to remark that as far as transportation was 
concerned, the British Government would do all in its pow'er, but could not 
guarantee transportation. 

M. Berthei.ot stated that General Niessel had already insisted before the 
Council on his Commission getting the necessary credits; it had adjourned 
the examination of this question,^ but General Niessel called the attention of 
the Council to a case which needed its immediate decision. From the informa- 
tion at hand, it seemed that Colonel Bermont’s troops would probably be 

■'> Not printed. These instructions were as follows : 

Sections 1-4, identical with sections 1-4. of the original draft (see No. 7, appendix C) sub- 
ject to the amendments adopted by the Supreme Council on October 28, 1919 (see No. 7, 
minute 3) and to the insertion in section 2 of the name of General Turner. 

Section 5 identical with section 9 of the original draft subject to the amendment adopted 
by the Supreme Council on October 28, 1919. 

Section 6 identical with section 10 of the original draft subject to the amendment adopted 
by the Supreme Council on October 30, 1919 (see No. 9, minute 5). 

Section 7, which read: Mt is further decided that the Commission shall leave as soon as 
possible and shall commence the labours with which it is entrusted, without awaiting the 
political instructions which may be sent ulteriorly after discussion and approval by the 
Supreme Council.’ 

^ See No. 7, minute 3. 



dissolved, and it was important to know what would happen to the Russian 
troops which made up his forces. Of course every effort would be made to 
have these troops put under General Yudenitch’s command, but a certain 
period might elapse before this could take place, and meanwhile it would be 
necessary to supply them if one did not want to throw them into the hands of 
the Bolshevists. He thought it necessary to allot a certain amount of money 
to General Niessel which could be shared between the three Allies. 

Mr. Polk wished to state that, as far as America was concerned, it could 
provide no funds for that purpose. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also remarked that he questioned the likelihood of his 
Government’s participation. 

M. Berthelot stated that it was already well understood that each power 
should stand the expenses of its representatives; but there surely were bound 
to be common expenses, and it seemed impossible to send this mission without 
a credit: France might decide to advance the sum for this purpose, it being- 
well understood of course that the other Governments would reimburse it 
later. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the appropriations of the United States Govern- 
ment were so made that it could only pay the share of expenses for its own 
mission, and for a determined purpose. 

M. Berthelot explained that was the reason he suggested a fixed amount. 
He thought the Council should recognize the importance of the solution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired why they should not adopt M. Berthelot’s'- 
solution, which was on the same lines as the procedure in the missions of Sir 
George Clerk and General Gough, where the British Government paid at 
first and the expenses were later shared. 

M. Berthelot agreed that France was ready to follow this procedure, if 
it was understood that the other Allies would reimburse her for their share. 

Mr. Polk stated that his Government could not give a penny towards a 
Mission of a political nature. 

Sir Eyre Crowe emphasized that his Government understood the mission 
to be a reply to the German demand for some body to supervise the German 
evacuation, and therefore it could not countenance its becoming involved in 
political activities. 

M, Berthelot thought the question was a more complex one. 

Mr. Polk said he was quite sure that General Niessel understood that the 
American representative had strict instructions not to become involved in 
questions of a political nature. 

M. DE Martino thought that it might be very difficult to make a difference 
l^etween political questions and purely military questions ; the one might 
involve the other; and he thought it important that the Generals should get 
definite instructions in advance on political questions which might come up, 
so that the action they took should be covered by a common agreement. 

M. PiGHON answered that it would be for the Generals to ask the Council 
for instructions. He summed up that the Commission would be the best 
judge of what measures it should take, and should they include or involve 



questions of a political nature, then the Council should be informed imme- 
diately and a decision given. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that in the section of instructions to General Niessel, entitled ‘Action 

of the Inter- Allied Navy in the Baltic’ the phrase which read, ‘The 
Commission will serve as intermediary between the Supreme Council 
and the Inter- Allied Military Mission’? should be omitted ; 

(2) that the Commission should keep strictly to the wording of their in- 

structions and should refer to the Supreme Council any questions ot 
a political nature involved in the carrying out of these instructions.) 

5* 

Jtecapilulalicnof [Not printed]* 

Questions still 
remaining to be 
taken up by the 
Supreme Council 

6 , Mr. Polk stated that the Supreme Council had made a decision on the 
question of the tank ships on September a/ thf'* this decision 
erman tan- sups personally had decided without knowledge of 

the full facts, and wished to have the question raised at a, later date when he 
had all available information. He simply wished this set upon the record. 

. (The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdiel (le Crilloti, 

Paris ^ November 1^, igig. 


Appendix A to No, 14 

Draft of a Telegram from the Supreme Council to Sir George Cleric ^ Budapest 

PARIS, November ^giQ- 

The Supreme Council has taken note of your various communications and is 
willing to comply with the principle of your suggestions. It is of the opinion that: 

1 st. The Roumanian troops must withdraw; it is indispensable that they allow 
full liberty to the Hungarian elections; 

2nd. The Friedrich cabinet must resign immediately thereafter, and be replaced 
by a really different Government, comprising democratic elements, Governments 
which would hold the elections, and the recognition of \vhich by the Allies 
you would be now authorized to guarantee. 

? In the draft in appendix D of the original, as in appendix C to No. 7, this phrase read : 
‘The Commission will serve as an intermediary between the Supreme Council and the 
Allied Navy.’ 

® At the suggestion of M. Berthelot the Supreme Council ‘decided that each Beiegation 
should prepare a list of all questions which still remain to be taken up by the Supreme 
Council, and that the Secretary-General of the Conference should collate these lists for the 
Council’s examination’. 

® See Vol. I, No, 66, minute i. 



The Council was presented with a suggestion that, in order to prevent the elec- 
tions and the Hungarian Government from being influenced by the local police, 
which is under the authority of Friedrich, and by the small army of Admiral 
Horthy, whose tendencies are plainly reactionary, the Roumanian military force 
should be replaced by an Allied military force capable of inspiring confidence in 
the population and to strengthen the moral authority of the commission of the 
generals and of the conference itself; the facts seemed to demonstrate that, without 
being supported by armed force, their decisions ran the risk of remaining un- 
executed. 

Another suggestion has been made that the control of the Hungarian army of 
Horthy by the commission of generals should be considered as sufficient. 

It must not be forgotten that on one hand the Allies do not wish to hinder the 
expression of the free will of the Hungarians, but that on the other hand they have 
deckled to prohibit the re-establishment of the fallen dynasty, either in a direct 
or indirect form. 

The Council desires to know whethei', after having considered all authorized 
views, you think that the Roumanian force should be replaced by an Intex'-Allied 
force, or whether the assurances of Admiral Florthy and the guarantee of order 
represented by the Hungarian gendarmerie can be trusted. 

The question of sending an Inter-Allied force raises the following difficulties: 
As the great powers have no force available, they consider sending two divisions 
of Czech and Serbian soldiers and subaltern officers, commanded by English, 
Italian, American and French superior officers, under the command of an ener- 
getic general, nominated by the Supreme Council. 

The Italian Delegation objects to sending any Jugo-Slavs on account of the state.. 
of mind of the Hungarian population. On the other hand, all delegatiojis realize 
the inconveniences which might result from the presence of contingents from small 
countries, neighbours of Hungary, and hostile, even under a firm Allied command. 
The essential question is to know whether the presence of a force at the disposal 
of the Allies is not necessary. 

The Supreme Council, trusting to your judgment and your information on the 
ground, asks you for pi’ecise and prompt advice. 

Appendix B to No. 14 
Telegram from Supreme CoundP° 

November 5, igig. 

To: Sir George Clerk, Budapest. 

The Supreme Council has taken note of your various communications and is 
ready to adhere, in general, to your suggestions. It esteems that : 

I St. The Roumanian troops must completely evacuate Hungary and withdraw 
beyond the frontiers fixed by the Conference; it is indispensable that the Hun- 
garian elections be conducted with full liberty; 

2nd. The Friedrich Ministry must withdraw to make room for a really different 
government comprising the democratic element. This Government would proceed 
with the elections, and you would be authorized to guarantee its recognition by 
the Allies. 

^ 10 The telegram in this appendix is printed by F. Deak in Himgary at the Paris Peace 
(New York, 1942), pp. 526-7. 


204 



The Council was presented with a suggestion tending to emphasize the necessity, 
in order to prevent the elections and the Hungarian Government being subject 
to the influence of the local police which is in the power of Friedrich, and by 
the small army of Admiral Horthy whose tendencies are openly reactionary, of 
replacing the Roumanian military force by an Allied military force capable of 
inspiring confidence in the population and strengthening the moral authority 
of the Commission of Generals and of the Conference itself. These facts appear 
to indicate that without material force their decisions are liable to I’emain non- 
executed. 

On one hand, the fact that the Allies do not in any wise wish to impede the 
expression of the free will of the Hungarians must be clearly understood, but on the 
other hand they have decided to prevent the restoration of the fallen dynasty, in 
any form, either direct or indirect. 

The Council would like to know if after consultation with the Commission of 
Generals, and having had recourse to all the authorized advice with which you 
are surrounded, you are convinced that the Roumanian forces ought to be re- 
placed by Inter-Allied forces, or whether the assurances of Admiral Horthy and 
the guarantee of order represented by the Hungarian Gendarmerie can be trusted, 
which might perhaps be placed under the direct or indirect control of the Com- 
mission of Generals. 

Another suggestion was made to the effect of entrusting the Commission of 
Generals with the supervision of the organization of the Hungarian army, and to 
see that it is not employed for political purposes contrary to the views of the Allies. 
The Commission of Generals should also see that the occupation of the capital 
^nd of the country be conducted without excesses and without disturbing public 
order. 

The question of sending an Inter- Allied force presents the following difficulties: 
as the Great Powers have no effectives available, they would be envisaged with the 
sending of two divisions of Czech and Serbian noji-commissioned officers and soldiers, 
commanded by English, Italian, American and French superior officers under the 
orders of an energetic General nominated by the Supreme Council. 

The Italian Delegation objects to sending any Jugo-Slavs, owing to the state 
of mind of the Hungarian population. For that matter, all Delegations realize 
the inconveniences which might result from the presence of contingents from the 
small neighbouring hostile countries of Hungary, even under a firm Allied com- 
mand. The main question is to ascertain whether the presence of a force at the 
disposition of the Allies is not necessary. 

The Supi’eme Council, confident in your judgment and your local information, 
asks you for precise and prompt advice. 

Appendix C to No. 14 

Js/'ote by the British Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Council 

The British Delegation has received through the British hlission at Berlin the 
following telegram; — 

‘Oberburgermeister Altenberg and three representatives of the provisional 

Government of Memel request permission to proceed to Paris from Berlin to 

lay their case before the Supreme Council. German Foreign Office do not 

object. May permission be granted?’ 
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The delegation proposes to reply that the permission requested should not be 
granted but that the Delegates may be assured that, in the execution of the Treaty 
of Peace at Memel, as elsewhere, the co-operation of local officials who are natives 
of the country will be welcomed by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

4th November, igig. 

No. 15 

H. D. 85.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 

November 6 , igig, at 10. go a.ni. 

Present; U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 
Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A,: Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M, Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A.: General Bliss, Dr. J. B. Scott. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr. A. Deeper. 

France: General Walch, Colonel Roye, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: Lieut-Colonel Toni, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Pilotti, Prince 
Boncompagni. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I. (The Council had before it two telegrams from Sir George Clerk to the 

Supreme Council dated November 4th (see Appendix A) and 
^Hungary^^ November 5tii (see Appendix B), a telegram from the Inter- Allied 
Military Mission dated November 5th (see Appendix C), and 
another telegram from the same source dated November 3rd, (see Appendix 
D).) 

M. Pichon pointed out that the telegram sent by the Council to Sir George 
Clerk on the preceding day* [satisfied] ^ in great measure the requests con- 
tained in his two telegrams. Both Sir George Clerk and the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission were opposed to the despatch of Jugo-Slav and Czech 
troops, A.S the suggestion of the French Delegation had not met with ap- 
proval the point would not be insisted upon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that Sir George Clerk had asked authority to 
recognize at once the coalition government which he hoped would be formed. 
It would be well to give him this authority. The telegram of the preceding 
day gave him as a matter of fact, an answer on this point. Sir George Clerk 
likewise desired not to be obliged to insist on the immediate withclraw-al of 
Friedrich. On this point also the Coimcii should meet his views, 

* See No. 14, appendix B. 3 The text here is defective. 
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M. PiGHON said that a telegram should be sent to Sir George Clerk con- 
firming the previous instructions of the Council and stating, moreover, that 
the Council relied on his tact. But the question still remained : what would 
happen after the departure of the Roumanian troops? Would not the 
presence of an Inter-Allied force be necessary? Would the Inter-Allied 
Mission suffice for the maintenance of order? 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that that question had already been raised 
in the telegram sent on the preceding day, which had crossed Sir George 
Clerk’s telegrams. He wished to call attention to another point: would it not 
be well to request the Jugo-SIavs and the Czechs to retire immediately within 
their frontiers as laid down by the Council? According to the telegram of 
November 3rd from the Inter-Allied Military Mission the Czechs were 
raising difficulties with respect to the evacuation of the mines of Salgo- 
Tarjan: they were demanding as a condition precedent, reimbursement for 
their expenses relative to the supply of the Hungarian population. Would it 
not be well to request the Czechs to withdraw, at the same time assuring 
them that the Council w'ould take into consideration the question of reim- 
bursement for their expenses? Likewise, in the south, the Jugo-Slavs were 
still occupying the mines at Pecs, whereas, according to the decisions of the 
Council, that territory was to remain in the possession of Hungary. 

M. DE Martino thought that that was the time to insist upon ail States 
bordering on Hungary recognizing the frontiers of the Hungarian State. 

Mr. Polk observed that the Governments concerned had been notified of 
the lines laid down as the northern and eastern frontiers of Hungary; he 
wished to inquire whether there had been a similar notification with respect 
to the frontier between Hungary and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

M. DE Saint Quentin explained that at the time the Council had dis- 
allowed the Jugo-Slav claims in Baranya and Batchka,^ the Serbian Delegation 
had been notified of its decision. As a result of this notification the Serbs had 
formulated new proposals; they had, in particular, avsked the right of exploit- 
ing the mines of Pecs for five years. The Serbian request had been referred 
to the Reparation Commission and the Economic Commission^ but both of 
these considered themselves without jurisdiction, as the question, to their 
minds, was essentially a political one; however, the Serbian request had 
neither been examined by the Central Territorial Committee nor the Com- 
mittee for the Study of Territorial Questions relating to Roumania and 
Jugo-Slavia. 

M. PiGHON said that the Serbs must be informed that the territorial question 
had been settled, but that this decision would not prejudice the decision to be 
taken by the Council with respect to the exploitation of the mines of Pecs. He 
suggested that the latter question should be referred to the Committee for the 
Study of Territorial Qiiestions relating to Roumania and Jugo-Siavia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that a new fact had occurred ; on October 
25th the Serbian Delegation had asked that the evacuation of the territories 

3 See Vol. I, No. 25, minutes 6 and 7. 

“S See No. 4, note 3. 
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actually held by the Yugo-Slav troops should be deferred until the question 
of the exploitation of the mines had been settled. 

M. Berthelot thought the Yugo-Slav request inadmissible from the 
territorial point of view. 

M, PiCHON said it was agreed that the Gzecho-Slovaks and the Yug'o-Slavs, 
as w^ell as the Roumanians, should be asked to evacuate. Moreover, M. 
Berthelot would prepare a draft telegram to Sir George Clerk. 

M. Berthelot read a draft telegram prepared in accordance with the 
views expressed by the Goiincil. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt it useless, since it had been decided not to send Czech 
and Yugo-Slav contingents into Hungary, to ask Sir George Clerk if he 
deemed it expedient to send an Interallied force. 

M. Berthelot thought that the question should nevertlieless be raised, 
because if Sir George Clerk should say that such a force was necessary it 
would be worth while studying the plan anew. In view of Sir George’s report 
as to the attitude of Friedrich it might be well to reflect on what would 
happen when Friedrich, with 30,000 men, found himself opposed to the 
Supreme Council and a mission of Generals without any troops. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wondered what w'ould happen if Sir George Clerk 
indicated that the sending of an Inter-Allied force was essential or even 
desirable. The only possible reply would be that no one could be sent. 

M. Berthelot acknowledged that the situation would be difficult but he 
thought that it would not present an absolute impossibility. 

M. DE Martino remarked that Italy would certainly not send any troops. 

M. PiCHON agreed that the French also would find great difficulty in 
sending any. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question w^as purely an academic one. 
The w'ording proposed by M. Berthelot presented the difficulty that Sir 
George Clerk might well think that he was being ofiered something which 
the Council could not give him. 

M. PiGHON agreed that the telegram should be modified in the light of Sir 
Eyre Crowe’s remarks and should state that the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers would find it very difficult to send any troops if the need should arise. 

Sir. Eyre Crowe thought that Sir George Clerk should also be asked if he 
deemed the Hungarian Police force adequate to cope with the situation. 

M. DE Martino desired a further addition to the effect that the police Ibrce 
could be placed under the control of the Interallied Military Mission. 

It was decided: 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should send to Sir George Clerk, in the name of 

the Supreme Council, the telegram prepared by M. Berthelot (see 
Appendix E) ; 

(2) that the Czech and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments should be re- 

quested to withdraw their troops immediately beyond the frontiers 
of Hungary as laid down by the Council ; 

( 3 ) that the Serh-Croat-Slovene Government should be informed that the 

decisions taken by the Council with respect to territorial questions 
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were final, but that the evacuation requested would not prejudice 
the solution of the question of the exploitation of the mines of Pecs ; 

(4) that the request of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation proposing the 
grant to that Government for five years of the exploitation of the 
mines of Pecs should be referred to the Committee for the study of 
Territorial Questions relating to Roumania and Yugo-Slavia. 


2. M. Berthelot informed the Council that the Germans had given to the 
Press a fairly complete summary of the note and annexed 
Publication of the note pi-Q{;Qcol sent to them by the Council^ He inquired, if, 
ZcJaJrelTho tki under the circumstances, it would not be advisable to 
German Government publish the complete text of that note. 
by the Principal Allied After a short discussion, 
and Associated i i i 

Powen It was decided: 

to publish the text of the note addressed to the German 
Government relative to the putting into force of the Treaty of Peace as well 
as the draft protocol annexed to that note. 


3. The Council had before it a letter from General Nollet dated October 2 1 , 
Salaries of the ^ 9^9 Appendix F),^ a note from the Drafting Committee 
personnel of dated October 28th [29th] 1919 (see Appendix G),^ and a letter 
Commissions from Marshal Foch dated November 3, 1919 (see Appendix H.). 
of Control in GENERAL Walch read and commented upon Marshal Foch’s 
Germany 

Mr. Polk, wdth respect to the organization of the personnel of the Com- 
missions of Control, asked why it was necessary to call upon civilian engineers. 

General Walch explained that the military technical personnel was 
inadequate to control the manufacture of war material. It was necessary to 
call upon competent specialists who could not be found in the regular army. 

General Nollet had called upon about 10 engineers and about 4.0 
university graduates. In so doing he had only followed the example furnished 
by the British Commission of Control. 

(It was decided : 

that the payment of the salaries of the personnel of the Military Com- 
missions of Control in Germany not belonging to regular military forces 
should be assumed by Germany.) 

4, (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 

November 3, 1919 (see Appendix I).) 

Publication of the Cone- Eyre Crowe pointed out that the note of the 

Austrian Delegation British Delegation speciiied that extreme care should be 
exercised with respect to the publication of the Austrian 
notes marked ‘Confidential’. 

5 See No. 10, appendices B and G. 

^ Not printed. See appendix H below. 

' Not printed. In this note the Drafting Committee, having regard to articles 207 and 
249 of the Treaty of Versailles, gave an affirmative answer to General Noliet’s question : 
see appendix H below. 
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Mr. Polk said that evidently such notes could not be published without 
the consent of Chancellor Renner. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that Dr. Renner could be asked i:l he still 
objected to the publication of those notes. 

M. DE Martino observed that the publication of the notes raised some 
questions which were delicate from an Italian point of view, and he asked 
that a decision on this point be postponed. 

(The question was adjourned.) 


5. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch to the President of 
the Peace Conference dated October 30th, 1919 (see 
Demobihzatton of the Appendix J),® and a note from the Drafting Committee 

Men of Haller s Amy , ^ 1 , , a v 

dated November 5th, 1919 (see Appendix K).y) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon these documents. 

(After a short discussion, 


It was decided: 

to approve the recommendations of the note of the Drafting Committee 
relative to demobilized Poles who had borne arms against Germany.) 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Committee on Organization 
mnancial Measures of * 1 “= Reparation Commission dated October 31st, 1919 
Coercion taken against (see Appendix L).’’) 

Germany on account of M. Fromageot read and commented upon this note. He 
the non-evacuation of observed that it was not correct to speak of the annulment 
the Baltic Provinces authorizations which might have been given : the question 
was one of revocation of said authorization. Germany could not now create 

* Not printed. In his letter Marshal Foch reported that the Polish Government were 
stated to have asked the Allied Powers to obtain authorization from the German Govern- 
ment that demobilized soldiers of the Polish army organized in France under General 
Haller should be free to return to their homes situated in districts which were (o) properly 
speaking, German; {b) to be attributed by plebiscite; (c) attributed to Poland but not yet 
occupied by her. It appeared to Marshal Foch that such authorization could not be 
demanded of Germany 'since, until the ratification of the Peace Treaty, this Power has the 
right to consider the parties concerned as deserters from the German Army’. I'he Drafting 
Committee in its note agreed with Marshal Foch that ‘neither the Armistice nor the Treaty 
contains stipulations expressly binding Germany not to institute proceedings against 
German Poles having served in the Polish Army for having taken up arms against Germany’. 
The Committee, however, considered that, having regard to articles 88, gi, 95, 96, 277 and 
278 of the Treaty of Versailles, ‘in undertaking these suits, Germany jeopardizes the loyal 
execution of the engagements above referred to. On this point, to put Germany under ilie 
necessity of annulling and ceasing the said proceedings would be justified. 

‘On the one hand, if Poles are to return to German territory, on the contrary there are 
Germans on Polish territory. Both should be equally protected from all interference and 
any obstruction in the free exercise of their right of option and vote, and transfer of domicile. 

‘An understanding on this subject would be of a nature to put an end to and prevent all 
difficulties in the future. The presence at Paris on November 10 of German representatives 
for the settlement of questions raised by the conaing into force of the Treaty, appears to 
furnish a favourable opportunity to proceed to this accord.’ 

Not printed. In this note M. Loucheur drew the attention of M. Ciemenceau to the 
la,st four paragraphs of the Allied note of September 27, 1919, to the German Ciovemment 
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new pledges by availing itself of authorizations previously given, inasmuch as 
any such authorizations were now revoked. 

(It was decided : 

that the Drafting Committee should prepare a reply to M. Loucheur’s 
letter dated October 31st, 1919, relative to the interpretation of the 
financial measures of coercion taken against G-ermany on account of the 
non-evacuation of the Baltic Provinces (see the Note of September 27th, 
1919). 


7- 

Liquidation of the 
Property of In- 
habitants of 
Schleswig 


[Not printed] 


8. M. Berthelot reminded the Council that at a previous meeting the question 

of an American Military Mission reported to be at Riga had 
Military Mis- brought up.” According to his present information there 

appeared to be at Riga, besides a mission oi reliei and supply 
and a Red Gross mission, a mission under Colonel Holliday, who was reported 
to have arrived at Riga on October 15th. The Colonel was reported to have 
.stated that he did not desire to collaborate with the Anglo-French Mission. 

Mr. Polk explained that Colonel Holliday was there alone. His duties 
were purely to collect information, and he had no political role to play. 
Moreover, General Cheney would see that he did not exceed his powers. 

9. M. DE Martino informed the Council that the Italian delegates to the 

Plebiscite and Delimitation Commissions would arrive at Paris 
Plebiscite and November loth. They would be ready from that day on to 
Commissions their Allied colleagues. 

M. PiCHON said that Marshal Foch would be informed of this. 

relative to the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces (see Vol. I, No. 66, appendix E), and 
continued: ‘The Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission assumes that 
the passage abo\’e applies only concerning the requests presented by the German Govern- 
ment upon dates subsequent to the sending of the note, and that it is not the intention of the 
Supreme Council to annul authorizations previously accorded for the sale or security' of 
titles with a view to the purchase of foodstuffs for Germany.’ 

‘M. Fromageot stated that the Danish Government had pointed out that after the 
plebiscite the inhabitants of Schleswig would become Danish citizens. What would become 
of the interests of those newly-made Danish subjects whose property in the meantime might 
have been liquidated by one of the Allied and Associated Powers as belonging to enemy 
subjects? . . . M. Pichon suggested that the Drafting Committee should come to an agree- 
ment %vith the Economic Commission, which had the question in hand, on the draft of a 
resolution to be communicated to the other Allied Powers. Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out 
that the Danish Government would have to be approached. Mr. Polk took it as understood 
that the draft resolution would be submitted to the Council. He pointed out that he would 
have to refer the matter to his Government.’ 

” See No. 9, minute 5, 
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10 . 

CommUsionat [Not printed] 

Vienna for the 
Distribution of 
Rolling Stock 

1 1 . Mr. Polk said that his Government wished to know if the question of the 
recognition of Luxembourg was to be decided by the Gomicii, 
Luxembourg Affairs Berthelot summarized the history of the question : 

when the question first arose five or six months ago the French Government 
declared that, from a political point of view, it would refrain from active 
participation in the Luxembourg question, and that it thought that the 
Belgian Government should be the first to make a election. Belgium had told 
the French Government that it was opposed to recognizing the Grand 
Duchess. The French Government had transmitted this information to 
Rome, Washington and London and the Principal Powers abstained from 
recognizing the Grand Duchess. Eventually, and after at first refusing, 
Belgium consented that the fiance of the Grand Duchess should be allowed 
to go to Luxembourg. The marriage was taking place that very day. Two 
days previously the Belgian Government had asked the French Government 
if it intended to recognize the Grand Duchess and to be represented at the 
marriage ceremony. He himself had replied by putting the same question to 
the Belgian Ambassador, since France had decided that Belgium should have 
the first word in political questions concerning Luxembourg. The Belgian 
Government had not yet replied. The French Government had been in- 
formed from other sources that the British Government intended to recognize 
the Grand Duchess and to be represented at the marriage ceremony. The 
French Government had then acquainted the British Government with the 
exact situation, at the same time informing the Italian Government. 

M. PicHON said that the Council would arrive at a decision on the Luxem- 
bourg question. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 6, igig. 

On a point raised by M. de Martino, ‘M. de Saint Quentin explained that it had been 
decided to send to Vdenna a provisional Commission [for the distribution of rolling stock ] 
which would become a permanent Commission when the Treaty came into Ibrce. The 
character of the Commission was apparent from the fact that Hungary, an enemy country, 
was represented on it; it would therefore be difficult to deny representation to the Serbs 
and Roumanians’ who, according to M. de Martino, claimed it: a claim which seemed 
inadmissible, to M. de Martino inasmuch as neither power had signed the treaty of peace, 
with Austria. In conclusion ‘M. de Martino said that he would examine the question aneu . ’ 

^^3 The relevant sequence of events had been as follows: on January 15, 1919, it v/as 
announced that the Grand Duchess Adelaide of Luxemburg had abdicated in favour of her 
younger sister, the Grand Duchess Charlotte. A referendum held in Luxemburg on Sep- 
tember sB, 1919, decided by a large majority in favour of the maintenance of ihc mon- 
archical form of government and, in particular, of the rule of the Grand Duche.ss Charlotte. 
Tlie Grand Duchess married Prince Felix of Bourbon-Parma, brother of tlie former Erapi-e.s.s 
ol Austria. See further No, 21, minute 6. 
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Appendix A to No. 15 

Telegram from Sir. G. Clerk to the Supreme Council, No. 

BUDAPEST, November 4th, igig 

Monsieur Diamandy came to see me this afternoon to tell me officially that 
Roumanian troops would begin their evacuation from Budapest November 9th 
and finish on November nth. He was immediately followed by Count Somssich, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, who told me that Friedrich was absolutely defiant ; 
that if Allies insisted on his giving up post of Minister President he would go into 
opposition with nine of his present ministers and that after all it was not Hungary 
but Allies who wanted peace. 

I told Count Somssich that I still hoped that wiser counsels would prevail but 
that if Friedrich maintained this short-sighted attitude I could do no more and 
should have to leave when Roumanians withdrew. I was not here to turn out 
Friedrich government and set up Opposition as a government ; I was only here to 
ask Hungarians to form a temporary coalition government with whom Allies could 
deal. 

I still hope that Friedrich may be induced to see reason but it is all the more 
necessary that I should have authority to recognise coalition gov^ernment imme- 
diately on its formation if that proves to be possible. 

Appendix B to No. 15 

Telegram No. 4 from Sir George Clerk to the Supreme Council 

BUDAPEST, November gth, igig 

Monsieur Cerruti, civil member of Italian mission, has just informed me of a 
telegram received by mission from Paris from which I understand following pro- 
posals are under consideration by Supreme Council. 

1. That Friedrich shall be requii'ed to resign at once as he has been unable to 
form democratic government. 

2. That Roumanians shall be required to evacuate at once. 

3. That two divisions composed of Czecho-Slovaks and Yugo-Slav troops under 
Allied command shall be sent into Hungary. 

With regard to ( i ) I venture to ask for two or three days’ delay. I hope I am on 
the point of securing coalition government which all parties in Hungary \vill 
accept. I have got so far as to get provisional consent of Friedrich to resignation of 
office of Minister President, It is a task of great difficulty to bring various parties 
together and secure general consent but I shall know by end of week whether I 
can really count on success. 

(2) As I reported in my telegram No. 3*^ Roumanian Fligh Commissioner has 
definitely informed me that Roumanians intend to begin evacuation on November 
9th. There is however one very important point on which I trust Allies will insist 
namely that Roumanians shall not remain on the Theiss but withdraw from limits 
of all territory that is to remain Hungarian. For one reason alone this is desirable 
namely because elections cannot be held until country is clear of foreign troops. 
But also difficulties are being raised by Friedrich party and others who say that 
Roumanian evacuation will not be genuinely carried out. 

ps See appendix A above. 
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(3) I venture to express my earnest hope that under no circumstances will 
Jugo-Slav and Gzecho-Slav [sic] divisions be sent into Hungary even under Allied 
officers. Result in country would be indescribable and I arn convinced that 
Hungarians would for once sink all their differences and resist with sucli arms as 
they have to last man. 


Appendix G to No. 15 

PARIS, November jth, igig. 

The Secretary General of the American Commission to Negotiate I\-aee has llu' 
honour to ti-ansmit herewith for Mr. Dutasta’s inforination a very urgxnit lehtgvaiu 
which has just been received from tiie interallied Military .Mission at Budapest : 

iU'DAi’KST, Novemlmr gth. 

To the Supreme Council, 

Peace Conference, 

Paris. 

No. 775, Double priority. This Mission is aware that a telegram has been 
received in Budapest from Paris covering three points: first, the Friedrich 
Cabinet, second, the immediate Roumanian evacuation, and third, the occupa- 
tion of Hungary by two divisions under Interallied officers, one division of 
Gzecho-Slovaks and one division of Yugo-Slavs. Against this third proposition 
the Interallied Military Mission unanimously and urgently protests. Such pro- 
cedure it is believed would stir Hungary into revolution and would destroy all 
prospects for an early solution of the Hungarian question. It is further urged 
that the Roumanians, the Yugo-Slavs and the Czecho-Slovaks be all required 
to retire at once behind their respective lines of demarcation. 


(Signed) Interallied Military M'ission. 


Appendix D to No. 15 
Telegram lo ike Supreme Council, Paris 

BVBAi^EST, November g, rgig. 

Supplement to Telegram No. pp of October gi 
The Gzecho-Slovak Government subordinates the evacuation of Salgo Taijaii 
to three conditions; 

I St. The Hungarians are to be capable of insuring order ; 

2nd. The Flungarians are not to attack the Gzecho-Slovaks; 

3rd. 1 he Hungarian Government is to reimbui'se the amounts advanced by 
the Gzecho-Slovaks to feed the population. 

The Commission has given the two first assurances. It is of the opinion ihat the 
execution of the third condition would be the cause of a new delay which must be 
avoided at any price. The Budapest mills are without coal, 
llie Commission replied to this effect. 



The Commission asks the Supreme 
Government. 


Council to use its influence with the Prague 
The President of the Day. 


Appendix E to No. 15 


Telegram 


Frorn: Supreme Council 


PARIS, November 6 , igig. 


To: Sir George Clerk, Budapest. 

The Supreme Council has taken note of your telegrams of November 4 and 5th, 
and of the telegrams from the Commission of Genei'als of November 3 and 5th. 

Although very precise indications were given you in our telegram of yesterday,' 
the Supreme Council desires to reply to your further suggestions and specify its 
views on the following points : 

I St. The Czech and Serb Governments will receive a formal invitation from the 
Conference to evacuate Hungarian territory, and to retire to the interior of the 
frontiers determined by the Supreme Council, of which notification has already 
been made. A similar invitation was telegraphed to Roumania on October isth.*^ 

and. It is to be understood that the evacuation by Roumanian troops is to be 
jcomplete; these troops are not to remain on the Theiss, but to withdraw beyond 
the boundaries of the territory which will remain Hungarian, in order that the 
elections may take place without being influenced by the presence of Roumanian 
troops. 

3rd. A telegram will be sent to Prague requesting the Czech Government to not 
subordinate the shipments of coal to a previous agreement concerning the payment 
of the coal supply indispensable in the operations of the Budapest mills. The Czech 
Government will be assured at the same time that the Allies will arrange the ques- 
tion without delay with the Hungarian Government in a legitimate manner. 

4th. The unanimous opinion of the Commission of Generals, as well as your 
own, relative to the danger which the presence of Czech and Serb troops would 
present, even under an Allied Command, in Budapest, has decided the Supreme 
Council to renounce that idea. 

However, you are requested to make a reply on the question which was posed 
yesterday, relative to the utility, or even the necessity, of a bona fide Inter- Allied 
force to support the authority of the Commission of Generals and the orders of the 
Conference. The attitude of defiance adopted by Mr. Friedrich, referred to in 
your telegram of November 4th, immediately after the decision calling for the 
evacuation of the Roumanian troops leads us to fear that the reactionary elements 
will offer resistance as soon as the Allies wOl no longer have a sufficient local 
military force to force respect for their decisions. You must be aware, for that 
matter, that, under the present conditions, the sending of Allied troops by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers would encounter serious difficulties. Do 
you consider that the local gendarmerie would be suflicient under the control of 
the Commission of Generals? 

See Vol. I, No. 72, minute 2 and appendix B. 
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Appendix H to No. 1 5 

Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff, No. 5249 G-H-d-, Movcmher 3, igig. 

From : Marshal Foch 

To: The President, of the Council, the President of the Peace Conference (Secre- 
tariat General). 

By letter No. 146, under date of October 21, 1919, General Nollet, President of 
the Military Commission of Control in Germany, recj[ue.stecl you to be kind enough 
to have the Supreme Council decide whether the pay of oflicers and troops in the 
Commissions of Control should be included in the upkeep expen.ses of tlic said 
Commissions, and later be charged to Germany. 

No decision has been taken on this subject. 

It follows that General Nollet experiences great diHiculty in recruiting the civil 
personnel necessary — interpreters and engineers, this personnel :vt the present 
time receiving no pay, but only having the right to allowances allotted to the 
members of Commissions of Control. 

This state of affairs is prejudicial to the good operation of the Commissions of 
Control. 

Consequently, I have the honour to ask you to be kind enough to advise the 
Supreme Council of this question as soon as possible. 

P.O. The Major General 
Weygand 


Appendix I to No. 15 
British Delegation 


My dear Ambassador:’’ 


.A'ovemher j, igig. 


I have the honour to transmit herewith to Your Excellency a draft of resolution'® 
concerning the publication of the correspondence exchanged with the Austrian 
Delegation. I should be glad to see it on the calendar of the Supreme Council as 
soon as possible. 

The question has been raised in the British Parliament as to whether this corre- 
spondence should be published and my Government is awaiting a decision of the. 
Supreme Council before deciding in that matter. 

By the ^vay, I think I must remind you that, concerning the correspondence 
exchanged with the German Delegation, the Council of E’our decided to communi- 
cate to the press all the German notes and Allied answers, without any change, 
gradually as they were received or sent. This procedure has been observed in 
certain cases but not for all the Austrian notes and those which were sent to them. 

However, there seems to be no objection to the publication of the Austrian 
correspondence; only, exception should be made for certain notes marked 
‘Confidential’ by the Austrian Delegation (Nos. 360, 863, 906 and 1070). 


i.e, M. Dutasta, Secretary-General of the Peace Conference. 
Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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When writing those notes the Austrian Delegation relied on the assurance given 
by the note of M. Glemenceau to Doctor Renner (‘these notes would be of an 
absolutely confidential character and would only be communicated to the members 
of the Supreme Council’) . 

With a view to rendering the Austrian notes intelligible, it will be necessary, as 
it was for the German notes, to publish certain parts of the original ‘peace condi- 
tions’, which were ulteriorly modified and replaced by the final text of the Treaty 
of Saint-Germain. 

Your Excellency ’will remember that M. Glemenceau has now removed the 
objections first raised by him against this method concerning the German corre- 
spondence. I informed Mr. Polk, Mr. Tittoni and Mr. Matsui of it, and I told 
them that my government proposed to publish the extracts in question. 

Eyre A. Grovve. 

Cr. Vol. I, No. 66, minute 5. 


No. 16 

H. D, 86.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichoFs Roo?n, Qimi d’Orsaj}^ Paris ^ on Friday^ 

November 7, igig, at lo.go a.m, 

.Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman, 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M, de Saint 
Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M‘. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they w’ere concerned : 

U.S.A.: Dr. I, Bowman, Dr. James Brown Scott, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: Brigadier-General Groves, Lieut.-Colonel Ivisch, Mi;. 

Palairet, Mr. E. H. Carr, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 

France: M. Ignace, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Fromageot, 
Commandant Lacombe, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: Lieut.-Colonel Piccio, Commandant Scanagatta, M. D’Amelio, 
M. Stranieri, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. ® 

I. Sir Eyre Crowe stated he could not nominate the British Representatives 

as the experts of the British Delegation on that subject were 

™ London. 

"Treaty wiSi Germany DE Martino wished to remark that there already 

was a Commission of Responsibilities. 

M. Escoffier said the Commission of Responsibilities has [had] finished its 
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Appendix H to No. 15 

Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff, No. 5249 G.H.C)., November 3, igig. 

From; Marshal Foch 

To : The President of the Council, the President of tlic Peace Conference (Secre- 
tariat General). 


By letter No. 146, under date of October 21, 1919, Getirral Nolle!, President of 
the Military Commksion of Control in Germany, ivijucstccl \-ou tc’ la; kind enousli 
to have the Supreme Council decide whether the ptiy of oflkn'rs and troops \n \hc 
Commissions of Control should be included in llu; upkeep cxptnises of ilu' se.id 
Commissions, and later be charged to Germany . 

No decision has been taken on this .subject. 

It follows that General Nollet experiences great dillicuUy in rccruiiing tlw ehil 
personnel necessary — interpreters and engineers, this personnt'l at the present 
time receiving no pay, but only having the rigiit to allowanct's allotted to the 
members of Commissions of Control. 

This state of affairs is prejudicial to the good operati<jn of die Com missions of 
Control. 

Consequently, I have the honour to ask you to be kind enough to advise the 
Supreme Council of this question as soon as possible, 

P.O. The Major General 
Weygand 


Appendix I to No. 15 
Brliish Delegation 


My dear xA.mbassador ; 


Novernher igig. 


I have the honour to transmit herewith to Your Excellency a clrait of re-sohuion'^ 
concerning the publication of the correspondence exchangial with the Austrian 
Delegation. I should be glad to sec it on the calendar of tlie Siijircme Council as 
soon as possible. 

The question has been raised in the British Parliament as tc) ^vllc'tUer this corre- 
spondence should lie published and my Government is awaiting ,'i dec’ision of the. 
Supreme Council bclbre deciding in that matter. 

By the way, I think I must remind you that, concerning tin; correspondence 
exchanged with the German Delegation, the Council of Foui' decided to conimuni- 
cate to the press all the German notes and Allied answers, \\’iiihout any change, 
gradually as they w'ere received or sent. This procedure has been o’oserved in 
certain cases but not for all the Austrian notes and those \vhich \^•erc sent to them. 

However, there seem.s to be no objection to the publication of the Austrian 
correspondence; only, exception should be made for certain notc.s marked 
‘GonfidentiaP by the Austrian Delegation (Nos. 360, 863, 90G and in7o'j. 

17 i.e, M. Dutasta, Secretary-General of the Peace Goaference. 

Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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When writing those notes the Austrian Delegation relied on the assurance given 
by the note of M. Glemenceau to Doctor Renner (‘these notes would be of an 
absolutely confidential character and would only be communicated to the members 
of the Supreme Goiincil’). 

With a view to rendering the Austrian notes intelligible, it will be necessary, as 
it was for the German notes, to publish certain parts of the original ‘peace condi- 
tions’, which were ulteriorly modified and replaced by the final text of the Treaty 
of Saint-Germain. 

Your Excellency will remember that Ad. Glemenceau has now removed the 
objections first raised by him against this method concerning the German corre- 
spondence.^^ I informed Air, Polk, Air. Tittoni and Air. Alatsui of it, and I told 
them that my government proposed to publish the extracts in question. 

Eyre A. Crowe. 

Cr. Vol. 1, No. 66, minute 5. 


No. 16 


H. D. 86.] ,A''oles of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichoris Room, Quai d'Orsqy, Paris, on Friday, 
November j, igig, at lo.go a.m. 


^Present; U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Air. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Grow^e; secretary, Air. H. Norman. 

France: Al. Pichon; secretaries, A1. Dutasta, Al. Berthelof, AI. de Saint 
Quentin, 

Italy: Al. de Alartino; secretary, Al. Barone Russo. 

Japan: Al. Alatsui; secretary, AI. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. Frojice: Al. Alassigli. Italy: AI. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: Al. Alantoux. 


The following w'ere also present for items in which they w-ere concerned : 

U.S.A.: Dr. I. Bowman, Dr. James Brown Scott, Air. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: Brigadier-General Groves, Lieut. -Colonel Kisch, Air. 

Palairet, Air, E. H. Carr, Air. H. W. Alalkin. 

France: AI. Ignace, AL Laroche, General Le Rond, Al. Fromageot, 
Commandant Lacombe, Al. Escoffier. 

Italy: Lieut.-Golonel Piccio, Commandant Scanagatta, AI. D’Amelio, 
AI, Stranieri, AI. Pilotti. 

Japan: Al, Shigemitsu, Al. Nagaoka. ® 


I . Sir Eyre Crowe stated he could not nominate the British Representatives 
as the experts of the British Delegation on that subject were 
Executimo/Artides London. 

Treaty wS oFiany Martino wished to remark that there already 

was a Commission of Responsibilities. 

Al. Escoffier said the Commission of Responsibilities has [had] finished its 


217 



work ; this was a question for a special Commission charged witli the prepara- 
tion of the execution of Articles 228 and 229 of the Treaty with Germany. 

M. PiCHON said that the Council agreed that the nomination of this Com- 
mission should be adjourned, but it was important that this should be settled 
in as short a time as possible, 

M. DE Martino thought an adjournment necessary as he would have to 
get in touch with his Government. 

It was decided: 

(1) that a Commission would be nominated, 

(a) to compare the lists of individuals charged ’ivith. crimes to be 
delivered by the German Government ; 

(If) to decide the composition, procedure and seat of the mixed tri- 
bunals to be set up under Article 229 of the Treaty with. Germany ; 

(2) that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers nominate as soon as 

possible their representatives on this Commission. 


2. (The Council had before it a report of the Military Representatives at 
Request for instructions Versailles on the subject. (See Appendix A)J) 

After a short discussion, 

It was decided: 

to approve the report of the Military Representatives 
at Versailles dated November 5tb, in answer to the request for instructions 
received from the Chairman of the Inter- Allied Aeronautical Commission 
of Control in Germany (see Appendix A).* 


from the Chairman of 
the Inter-Allied Aero- 
nautical Commission of 
Control in Germany 


3. Sir Eyre Crowe regretted that this declaration had been delayed by 
numerous communications with his Go\'ernment.“ The 
British Declaration proposal resulted from the proposition which had 

^EalterTcaHcla already been made by the American Delegation and also by 
the Polish Commission; in a few words, this proposition 
tended to eliminate anything in the nature of a temporary arrangement. The 
British Government was opposed to anything leading to a final union of 
Eastern Galicia and Poland. It had also discussed the C|uestion with Mr, 


' Not printed. In this report, dated November 4, 1919, in the appendix, the American, 
British, French, and Italian Military Representatives recapitulated the three requests for 
instructions received from the Chairman of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission ol' 
Control and referred to them by the Supreme Council on October 29, igiq (see No. 8, 
sninute 4 and appendix E). They answered the requests as follows: 

‘As regards question i : That the Airship sheds and all other Aeronautical Ma terial la 
the occupied areas in Germany shall be pooled and counted in for distribution with the 
Aeronautical Material in unoccupied Germany. ... 

‘As regards question 2 : That the phrase “No dirigible shall be kept” in Article 198 of the 
Peace Treaty, shall be held to mean “No dirigible of Naval or Military type,” but the Inter- 
Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control shall decide whether a dirigible is of civil type 
or otherwise. 

‘As regai'ds question 3: That Article 200 of the Peace Treaty applies to the whole of 
Germany and not merely to the areas occupied by the forces of the Allied and. .Associated 
Powers,’ 2 See Vol. HI of this .ser-ies. 



Paderewski and had pointed out to the latter that Poland would be acting in 
a sense diametrically opposed to the claims made by Poland for the district of 
Teschen. A large majority of the population in Eastern Galicia was not 
Polish. The British Government thought that they ought not to shut the door 
to the real aims of Eastern Galicia which would allow its population to join 
other nationalities. It wished, therefore, to adopt the following suggestion, 
namely: Poland would get a Mandate for Eastern Galicia under the League 
of Nations for a determined period, such as 15 years; the League of Nations 
could then consider whether Eastern Galicia should be joined to Poland or 
make some other political arrangement. The British point of view insisted 
that the settlement should be provisional. He personally had done his best to 
conciliate the views of the Council with those of the British Cabinet. 

Mr. Polk regretted that they were unable to reach an agreement on this 
subject; but he added he had not given up hope of finding a satisfactory 
solution. What impressed the American Delegation was that if a date were 
fixed for a Mandate, it would mean that Galicia would be in a state of fer- 
ment, and Poland remain in uncertainty over this grave question. This case 
was not the same as that of other countries where a Plebiscite was asked for ; 
it would be difficult to see where Eastern Galicia would go, if not to Poland. 
The problem was all the more difficult for Eastern Galicia on account of 
fighting taking place between Ukrainia and the Bolshevists on one side and 
Denikin on the other side. He wished to ask Sir Eyre Crowe the difference he 
^made between the position of the British Government at this time and the 
position that it had taken before. 

Sir Eyre Crowe answ^ered that it was no longer a question of a plebiscite, 
but of giving a Mandate to Poland for Eastern Galicia under the League of 
Nations. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the views of the British Delegation should be 
referred to the Polish Commission for examination and report for Monday, 
November loth. 

M. PiGHON agreed. 

It was decided: 

to refer to the Polish Commission for examination and report to the 
Supreme Council on November 10th, 1919, the proposal made by the 
British Delegation tending to give Poland a Mandate for Eastern Galicia 
under the League of Nations for a determined period. 

4. (The Goimcil had before it a note from the German Delegation dated 
ansidtratim of Mole October 3rd, 1919, on the organization of the plebiscite 
from the German Delega- Eiipen and Malmedy (see Appendix B), and the ob- 
tion of October 3rd, on servations presented by the Belgian Delegation in its 
the Organizaiim of letter of October iqth, 19 1 g (see Appendix G).) 

^\falmedv said this matter had been brought to his 

^ ^ attention and he understood the good faith of the Council 

was involved. He would suggest that this be referred to the Belgian Com- 
mittee for examination. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the Belgian Commission should prepare a 
draft answer to the German Note which the Council would have before it on 
Monday. 

It was decided : 

(1) to refer back to the Commission on Belgian Affairs for examination 

the Note from the German Delegation dated October 3rc!, on the 
organization of the plebiscite in Eupen and Malmedy (see Appendix 
B), as well as the observations of the Belgian Delegation dated 
October 14th, 1919 (see Appendix C). 

(2) that the Commission on Belgian Affairs should present to the Supreme 

Council at its meeting on November 10th, 1919, a draft reply to the 
German Note. 

5- 

Removal by German [Not piinted]- 

Authorities of 
material belonging to 
the German Govern- 
ment at Dantzig 

6. Mr. Polk repeated what he had said at a preceding meeting : the President 
would be very glad to call the first meeting of the Council, 
Wikonio tiie Com- question had been raised in Washington as to his 

munications regard- power under Article V of the Covenant to call the meeting' 
ing the first meeting before the Treaty had come into force: under Article V his 
of the Council of power existed only from the date of the deposit of ratifications 

^'NatimT^°'^ of the Treaty: his suggestion was that the meeting should 

take place on the following day, but he had no objection to 
the procedure adopted by the Drafting Committee and in turn adopted by 
the other members of the Council. The real trouble was that the letter 
would be issued at a time when the pact had not yet come into force. 

M. PiCHON thought in that case that the convocation of the first meeting 
might be issued on the day when the ratifications were exchanged, and then 
that the meeting could take place the following day. 

Mr. Polk made it clear that he did not wish to insist on this, if the other 
members of the Council preferred the other solution. 

3 On the suggestion of Mr. Polk the Supreme Council referred back to the Drafting 
Committee for examination and report the following message from the American Minister 
at Warsaw (appendix D in original) transmitted under date of October 29 as the substance 
of a report from the American Representative on the Inter-Allied Railway Mission in 
Poland: 

‘On the protest of the workmen in the shipyards the German authorities have refrained 
fi'om removing floating cranes and dry-docks from Dantzig, which they considered they had 
the right to do under the terms of the Treaty. They have, however, removed a large amomU 
of other materials, claiming that this was allowable under the Treaty, 

‘The American representative on the Inter-Allied Railway Mission added that the fore- 
going information had been transmitted to Paris, and that the Mission had taken no other 
action in the matter which pertained exclusively to the Armistice authorities.* 
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M. Berthelot pointed out that the difficulty lay in the period which 
would elapse between the deposit of ratifications and the first meeting of the 
Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that the President of the United States could 
now advise the Powers represented on the Council of the League of Nations 
that as soon as the Treaty had been put into force by the deposit of ratifica- 
tions, the President, acting under Article V of the Covenant, would send a 
telegram calling the first meeting, and it would be advisable to take all the 
necessary measures in provision of this convocation. 

Mr. Polk thought that Sir Eyre Crowe’s suggestion was already covered 
by M. Glemenceau’s ietter.+ He also suggested that the State Department in 
Washington, on being advised of the exact hour of the deposit of ratifications, 
could notify to the representatives at Washington of the Powers which were 
to be represented on the Council of the League of Nations, the first meeting 
of the Gouncil; on the other hand, all the necessary measures would have 
been taken for the first meeting to take place. 

M. Fromageot said he understood the American argument, liiit thought 
there was great analogy between this case and the convocation of the Labour 
Conference at Washington. 

Mr. Polk said that everyone in America was attacking the legality of this 
convocation, 

M. Fromageot thought that if the first meeting of the Council of the 
-League of Nations considered only the cjnestion of nominating the Com- 
mission charged with the delimitation of the boundaries of the Sarre district, 
the Council of the League of Nations would then have fifteen clays within 
which to nominate the Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested there was the possibility of a ra tification by the 
United States, in which case the first meeting might have a longer agenda: 
it was therefore important that the convocation of the first meeting should be 
considered immediately. 

M. PiGHON proposed that the question be referred to the Drafting Com- 
mittee to examine wdiether it was possible to take into consideration the 
remarks made by Mr. Polk. 

It was deckled: 

to refer back to the Drafting Committee for examination and report the 
question of procedure to be followed for the convocation of the first meet- 
ing of the Council of the League of Nations, taking into account remarks 
of a legal character made by the American Delegation. 

7, M. Berthelot said that they had reasons to think that the Germans were 
Execution of going to answer their last Notes by proposing that the con- 
the Treaty with ferences which were made necessary by the execution of the 
Germany Treaty, should take place in Berlin on account of the great 

number of experts the German Government wished to send; and only the 
final conferences would take place in Paris. 

^ See No. 3, minute 6 and note 5. 


s See No. 10, appendix B. 



General Le Rond thought that all the questions which could not be 
considered in Paris should be taken up on the spot, and that it was not 
necessary to have conferences in Berlin. He also wished to add that, as the 
conferences between the Allies could not begin before November lotli, it 
would not be possible to meet the German representatives before November 
15th. 

8. M. PiGHON Stated that Mr. Venizelos would ask to be heard by the Council 

on the day that the report of the Inquiry Commission on 

of the Smynia came under discussion. 

Supreme Comal ^ 

9. Mr. Polk asked whether the question of the temporary regime of Western 

Thrace should not be studied by a. competent Commission. 

Temporary suggested that it might be referred to the Central Terri- 

of Western Thrace . , Tr . /m, • , \ 

tonal Committee. ( 1 his was agreed to.) 

It w'as decided : 

to refer back to the Central Territorial Committee for exaininatiori and 
report the question of the temporary regime of Western Thrace. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November y, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 16 

President, the German Delegation of Peace 

No. 28.*’ VERSAILLES, October g, jgig. 

From : Von Lersner 
To; President Clcmenceau. 

The provisions contained in Article 34, paragraph 2, of the Peace 'PreaU’ con- 
cerning the plebiscite at Eupen and Malmedy, are, in comparison with the pro- 
visions provided for regarding the other territory submitted to a plebiscite, so 
extraordinarily brief that a mass of important questions are either not at all re- 
solved or remain very unclear. The Allied and Associated Powers, in the sc\-eral 
declarations made in the notes sent by them before the signing of the 
made clear how these questions must be resolved. These declarations constitute 
some precious general principles; they still need, however, a more ample develop- 
ment in their detail. The German Government considers it urgent tliat fhis 
development be perfected as soon as possible by an expose of the pi'ecise conditiojis. 
The German Government believes it their duty to insist on the nccessitv of corn- 

° The German text of this note is printed in Rekhstagsdrmksache No. 600 of if)20, p. 2 f. 
(as cited by F. Berber: Das Diktat von Versailles. Essen, 1939, vol. i, i^p. a8i-{i.) 

'' Of. the ‘Reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of t!u- German 
Delegation on the Conditions of Peace’, dated June 16, 1919, in British and Foreign State 
Papers (jTprp), vol. cxii, pp. 250 and 260-1. 
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plete clearness in all the questions treating the plebiscite; a necessity which is 
increased by the worry of the populations concerning the uncertainty which 
governs the application of the details of the plebiscite and concerning which the 
Belgian authorities adopt an attitude which flagrantly contradicts the solemn 
assurances of the Allied and Associated Powers which no longer llirnish the least 
guarantee of a free and uninfluenced vote. 

The German Government calls attention to the following points, which are of 
special importance: 

I. In opposition with the provisions provided concerning all the other terri- 
tories submitted to a plebiscite, it has not been exactly defined what persons are 
qualified to participate in the vote at Eupen and Malmedy. In Article 34, 
paragraph 2, the question concerns only ‘inhabitants’. It is evident that the defini- 
tion of the term ‘within the shortest possible time’, is indispensable. The German 
Government believes it is in accord with the Allied and Associated Governments 
Ijy proposing to resolve the question in the same manner as for the other territories 
submitted to a plebiscite, a right of vote being accorded to every person, without 
distinction of sex, who: 

(A) shall have attained the age of 20 years at the entry into foi'ce of the Peace 
Treaty, and who: 

(B) shall either have been born on the territory or shall have resided therein for 
a determined period. In this regard, it would be opportune, in the opinion of the 
German Government, to fix the date as November 1 1, 1918. It w'^ould be, further- 
more, understood that the pei'sons having left the territory after the fixed date, but 
who have still retained their domicile, would have the light to vote and that the 
j)ersons living outside of the territory and enjoying the right to vote therein, could 
either return to vote or send their declaration, written, after having been previously 
legalized. 

II . The question of settling what districts shall be subject to plebiscite also needs 
to be regulated. Article 34, paragraph 2, states that the registry shall be opened 
in Eupen and Malmedy, but immediately after, Eupen and Malmedy are spoken 
of as ‘these territories’ (‘the said territories’, ‘the above territory’); it cannot there- 
fore refer to the cities, but rather to the spheres (cercles). The question concerning 
where the registers are to be opened has not been resolved. The German Govern- 
ment believes also that it is the intention of the Allied and Associated Governments 
to have the plebiscite take place by commune or, if the districts appear too small, 
by localities possessing a burgomaster, A like regulation would accord with the 
desires of the population, to whom it was indicated that, if the registers of only the 
cities of Eupen and Malmedy were opened, a number of inhabitants from distant 
localities would be unable to participate in the vote. Moreover, it appears 
opportune to remark that only by a vote by commune could the League of Nations 
be furnished with the precise data necessary in order to decide, which is its mission, 
whether the territories are to remain in part of [or] wholly German. 

III. A particular unrest appears to reign on the point of just what question the 
inhabitants are to resolve by their vote. In Article 34, par. 2, it is stated that the 
inhabitants are, on the registers, to express the desire that ‘these territories remain 
entirely or partially under German sovereignty’. If it is to be supposed that by 
these words the question which shall be introduced for the plebiscite is already 
formulated, that would then signify that each inhabitant should state not only if 
his own commune should remain German, but also make a similar declaration for 
all the other communes of the territory, even if they are entirely foreign to him. 
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One would therefore have to require that each inhabitant make precise declara- 
tions concerning the outline of the entire frontier, such as it would be, from his 
point of view, desirable. But a very small number of the persons who are to parti- 
cipate in the vote are in a position to answer such a question. In view of the mani- 
fest impossibility for its execution, the provision mentioned in Article 34, paragraph 
2, must not be interpreted to the letter. Its true sense only appears when the several 
declarations of the Allied and Associated Powers on the plebiscite question are 
taken into consideration. In Mr, Glemenceau’s note, dated June 15th, it is stated 
that an annexion of territory to Belgium should be operated only on a basis of the 
decision of the population, and in the reply of the Allied and Associated Powers 
to the German counter-proposals, assurance is given that an attachment of terri- 
tory to Belgium shall occur ‘only in case the petitions addressed by the population 
of the territory shall be sufficiently supported’.’ In that vray, it is expressly de- 
clared that the population will be asked to declare whether they desire reunion 
with Belgium. If to this is added the text of the Treaty which speaks of a mani- 
festation of the desire of the inhabitants to remain attached to Germany, and if it 
be considered that, in the note, above referred to, by President Glemenceau, the 
cessions of territory to Belgium are treated in the same phrases and under tlie same 
terms as the cessions of territory to Denmark, it results that the question which is 
to be decided by vote will be; Reunion with Germany or with Belgium. This 
method of formulating the question is, moreover, the only one which corresponds 
with the natural interpretation of a plebiscite which it is possible to reconcile with 
practical necessities. 

IV. It has just been shown that for reasons of a juridical nature the question 
to be posed for a plebiscite must be in the sense of a decision either for Germany, 
or for Belgium. There remains to be shown that this manner of formulating the 
question is also indispensable in the interest of the liberty of the vote. If, in fact, 
the inhabitants were asked to declare only if they wished to remain German, 
everyone who would participate in the vote would be considered as a protester 
and would run the risk of being treated at a disadvantage by the Belgian autho- 
rities on account of his vote. 

If, therefore, guarantees are to be given to assure a free vote not subject to any 
influence, it is necessary, in the first place to be careful that the plebiscite question 
be formulated in the method indicated. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have fully recognized the importance of 
guarantees for a free vote, not subject to any influence, and have made reiterated 
solemn and nonequivocal declarations in this matter. In particular, Mr. Clernen- 
ceaii, President of the Council, declared in his note of June i6th that: ‘The 
decision of the inhabitants must be sought under conditions in which the complete 
liberty of the vote is assured.’’ There also results from the perfect comparison 
established on this subject between Belgium and Denmark that, in the opinion of 
the Allied and Associated Governments, the Eupen and Malmedy plebiscite vote 
should be conducted under the same guarantees as the Schleswig vote. A still 
greater assurance is found in the reply to the German counter-proposals in which 
it is stated: ‘The Treaty provides for the consultation of the population under the 
auspices of the League of Nations.’ 

More clear and precise assurances could not possibly have been gi\^en, Tite 
German Government is justified in admitting that the Allied and Associated 
Powers, at the time that these assurances were given, had an absolutely definite 
plan in view, and the Government is of the opinion that, in order to soothe the 

224 . 



population, the pviblication of this plan should not be longer delayed. If the 
plebiscite is to take place under the auspices of the League of Nations this method 
of procedure could not, in the opinion of the German Government, give efficacious 
results unless a Commission appointed by the League of Nations, and on which 
there should not be any Belgian or German member, is constituted and given the 
authority to take all measures which it may consider necessary to assure a free and 
imtrammeled vote. In oi'der to be free it is necessary above all that the vote be 
secret. 

With regret, the German Government is obliged to remark that the attitude 
taken up to the present time by the Belgian authorities in the Eupen and Malmedy 
districts does not coincide with the solemn assurances given by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. Numerous complaints and reclamations have reached the 
German Government from these two districts which indicate how Belgian 
authorities are at the present time attempting to impede a free and untrammeled 
vote. While refraining from presenting new documents on this subject at this 
time, the Gei'man Government restricts itself, for the time being, to bringing the 
following facts to the knowledge of the Allied and Associated Powers : promises of 
an economic order and of other natures are made to the inhabitants by the Belgian 
authorities indicating that in case they did not vote in favour of Germany they 
would enjoy certain advantages, for example, exoneration of war charges; 
decrease in taxes; free entry of raw materials; construction of general utility 
establishments, &c. The Belgian administrative inspector at Eupen is particularly 
active in these influence procedures. His attitude regarding the future vote is 
characterized by the following: as the German Government is able to incontest- 
ably prove, he has declared that the first person who would vote unfavourably 
would be thrown down stairs by him. In another circumstance, he declared that 
if an excessive number of persons came to vote he would close up the establishment 
and would keep several persons locked up for several days. His secretary, in the 
presence of a high Belgian functionary, made the declaration that no vote would 
take place. Other Belgians have stated that if a vote did take place, it would only 
be for foi'm. 

The Belgian functionaries are trying to influence the inhabitants by threats and 
by proceedings which are of a vertible [ Pveritable] blackmail nature. For some time, 
on occasions when the inhabitants had to address these, functionaries in connexion 
with requests of some nature or other, the Belgian authorities only agreed to their 
demands in case they gave a written declaration that they accepted annexation and 
would not vote against Belgium. Facts of this nature have been brought to the 
attention of the German Government in great numbers. Declarations of this nature 
are extorted from the repatriated German soldiers in particular. In the City of Mal- 
medy, a sort of plebiscite rehearsal has been undertaken; lists called protests were 
drawn up in which ail persons who wished to vote for Germany figured. The 
registration of this decision was made in the presence of a Belgian officer, who 
warned the people that whoever voted for Germany would have to leave the country 
^vithin a very short time. In other cases on the Belgian side those who would vote 
for Germany were threatened with expulsion, a threat which naturally has a 
powerful influence on the inhabitants living on their lands and properties. 
Consequently, even in the most enlightened circles the opinion is current that 
whoever votes for Germany would at the same time opt for Germany, This 
erroneous conception w^as intentionally encouraged from the Belgian side, as it was 
affirmed to the inhabitants that the vote and the option was [.ffr] the same thing, 
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although, in Article 37 of the Peace Treaty, the right of option is treated separately 
and has absolutely no connexion with the vote. Furthermore, from the Belgian 
side, it is pretended that the vote shall be public and that whoever may vote for 
Germany must make a complete exposition of the motives actuating his vote. 
Although the Belgian functionaries have, concerning the abuse of power which has 
been many times described, declared that they were acting on orders received 
from Brussels, the German Government does not wish to believe that these 
functionaries act in accord with the Belgian Government. The German Govern- 
ment awaits, hoping that the Belgian Government will immediately put a stop 
to the machinations of its representatives, machinations which intimidate the 
population and invite errors. 

The best means for preventing a renewal of these regrettable acts is, in the 
opinion of the German Government, to have immediate light shed on all the points 
above refeired to and which are constituted by the existing doubtful questions of 
the plebiscite. The German Government, consequently, requests the Allied and 
Associated Powers to give them a prompt declaration on these points. 

Accept, &:c. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix C to No. 16 

Note from the Belgian Delegation dated October 14, igig, relative to Eiipen and 
Malmedy 

PARIS, October 14, igig. 

From : The Belgian Delegation 

To: Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 


Pursuant to the communication from the General Secretariat of the Peace 
Conference under date of October 1 1, and after having duly noted the note No. 28 
from the German Delegation dated October 5 [w], concerning the Eiipen and 
Malmedy territories, the General Secretary of the Belgian Delegation has the 
honour to expose herewith the views of the Government of the. King concerning 
Article 34 paragraph 2 of the Treaty of Versailles. 

The German note of October 5 tends to admit the organization of a 
plebiscite in the districts of Eupen and Malmedy under certain conditions which 
are judged commendable, and with a view to determining if these territories shall 
be finally attributed to Germany or to Belgium. 

Now, the entire question of the final attribution of these territories and of the 
intervention in this settlement of the vote of the population is wholly regulated b)' 
the above cited provision (Article 34, alinea 2) drawn up as follows: 

/During the six months which shall follow the entry into force of the Treaty, 
voting booths shall be opened by Belgian authority in Eupen and Malmedy and 
the inhabitants of the said territories shall ha\-e the opportunity tc* express in 
^vTiting their desire to have all or a part of these territories maintained under 
German sovei'eignty.’* 

And the third and last alinea of Article 34 adds: ‘The Belgian Government shall 
be expected to inform the League of Nations, whose decision Belgium agrees to 
8 The quotation is in the sense, but not the words, of the treaty. 
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accept, of the result of this popular consultation (in English : “public expression of 
opinion”).’® 

This text appears sufficiently clear in itself to require no further comment, and 
if, in the views of the German Delegation, it seems necessary to interpret and com- 
plete it, it is wholly because that Delegation admits a priori that the plebiscite 
question is analogous to the plebiscite which shall take place in the Saar Basin and 
Upper Silesia, in Eastern Prussia and in Schleswig, the conditions of which were 
minutely defined in the special provisions of the Treaty concerning them. 

By admitting this plebiscite procedure concerning Eupen and Malmedy, the 
German note tends, naturally, to take into no account alinea [? 2] of Article 34 of 
the Treaty, which regulates the question and which in no wise provides for a 
plebiscite. 

In the first part of the German note, it is therefore propoised to define the attri- 
bution of a pretended right of vote ‘as resolving the question in the same manner 
as for the other territories submitted to a plebiscite’. But in such an event it would 
be necessary to commence by establishing, contrary to Article 34, that the terri- 
tories of Eupen and Malmedy shall be the object of a plebiscite. 

Part 2 of the note tends further to substitute for the two registers opened in 
Eupen and Malmedy, as indicated in Article 34, a system of voting by communes. 

Continuing to deviate from the very clear text of Article 34, which gives each 
inhabitant of the districts of Eupen and Malmedy the opportunity to express their 
desire to see all or part of the district in which he lives maintained under German 
sovereignty. Part 3 of the note proposes that the vote be based on a question thus 
put: ‘Reunion with Germany or wdth Belgium’. 

Finally, the 4th part of the German note ends by stating that the plebiscite 
should take place under the auspices of the League of Nations. The League is to 
name a commission ‘in which there should be neither Germans nor Belgians’ and 
which would organize a free and secret vote. 

Thus, under an appearance of juridical axgument, the note from the German 
Delegation ends by completely changing the sense, although very clear and simple, 
of the provision stipulated in alinea 2 of Article 34 of the Treaty. 

Article 34 states that registers shall be opened by Belgian authority at Eupen 
and Malmedy and that the inhabitants shall have the opportunity to express in 
writing whether they desire to see all or a part of these territories maintained under 
German authority. And, in place of these open x'egisters in the two principal 
towns, the German Delegation offers to substitute a system of voting by communes, 
a sort of a plebiscite according to which the inhabitants would be invited to choose 
between Belgium and Germany, and finally, although Article 34 expressly states 
that the registers shall be opened by Belgian authority^ and further states that it 
appertains to tiie Belgian Government to bring the result of this popular expression to 
the knowledge of the League of Nations, which is not called to intervene in any 
matter up to this time, the system of the German Note consists in prescribing a 
plebiscite and of confiding its organization to the League of Nations. 

It is clearly evident that this series of considerations developed in the German 
note amounts only to a wish to substitute for the prescriptions of Article 34, 
alineas 2 and 3 of the Treaty of Versailles, a plebiscite system which is in no wise 
provided for in the Peace Treaty, at least as far as the territories of Eupen and 
Malmedy are concerned, and which can only be based on an idea of preference 
for the German Government. 

It cannot be assumed for an instant that the representatives of the Governments 
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who drafted Article 34 wished to organize for Eupen and Malmedy a plebiscite 
system similar to that which was instituted for the Saar Basin, Upper Silesia, 
Eastern Prussia and Schleswig, and which, being clearly defined concerning these 
territories, was not defined in the same manner concerning the territories of Eupen 
and Malmedy. Since such is the case, it is evident that it was intentional. 

In due time and place, the Belgian authorities shall not fail to comply with 
Article 34, alinea 2 of the Treaty of Versailles, by opening at Eupen and Malmedy 
registers by which the inhabitants of these territories shall have the opportunity 
to express by writing, whether they desire to see all or a part of these territories 
maintained under German authority. Furthermore, the Belgian Government shall 
inform the League of Nations, w^hose decision Belgium has agreed to accept, of 
the results of this expression of opinion. 

It shall be, therefore, the Belgian Government which shall act, itself and alone, 
by permitting the inhabitants who may be hostile or unfavourable to her to express 
themselves freely, and the League of Nations shall not intervene until later to 
study the value of these oppositions and the action to be taken concerning them. 

By instituting this system of popular expression, the x\Ilied and Associated 
Powers expressed their confidence in the loyalty of Belgium. 'I’he German Govern- 
ment, in reality, is attempting to influence the Powers, by false interpretations, to 
substantially modify the system established in formal teians by Article 34 of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

With evident intent to influence the Supreme Interallied Council, the German 
note concludes the considerations of a juridical order which have just been 
analysed with a certain number of criticisms and accusations relative to the attitude 
of the Belgian authorities in the districts of Eupen and Malmedy. 

Two other notes bearing the respective dates of October 6 (No. 30) and 
October 1 1 (No. 32) have arrived containing new accusations. The latter refers 
directly to Lieut. General Michel, Goramander-in-Ghief of the Belgian troops in 
occupied German territory, w'ho is accused of having issued a measure of expulsion 
regarding certain individuals who evidenced a spirit of open hostility against 
Belgian occupation. A detailed report concerning these acts is recpiested from the 
Belgian authorities in occupied territory. 

In the name of the Belgian Delegation, 
Secretary General. 

P.O. Signed: Guillaume. 



No. 17 


H. D. 87.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichoFs Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
November 8 , igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present; U.S,A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr, H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M, Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: General Bliss. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr, Forbes-Aclam. 

France: M, Gout, General Bunoust. 

Italy: M. Galli, Commandant Mazzolini, Prince Boncompagni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

1 . Sir Eyre Crowe stated that in the next to the last meeting the Council 
•^Rectification of had had to pass upon a proposal made by General Waich 
Proces-Verbal H. D. on behalf of General Nollet. He had understood that it was 
83 f Minute 3 a question of laying upon Germany the payment of the 
salaries of all the personnel of Military Commissions of Control in Germany. 
That proposition conformed to the point of view maintained by the British 
Government, He read, however, in the proces- verbal, that Germany was only 
being charged with the payment of the salaries of personnel not belonging 
to the regular military forces, that is to say, the civilian personnel. There was 
no civilian personnel in these Commissions, or at least among the military 
members there were many who were civilian technical experts put on the 
footing of officers. 

M. Glemenceau thought that Sir Eyre Crowe’s rectification called for no 
objection. 

(It wa.s decided: 

to modify resolution No. 3 of H. d. 85, ^ so as to read as follows: ‘It was 
decided that the payment of the salaries of the personnel of the Military 
Commissions of Control in Germany should be assumed by Germany.’) 

2. M. Glemenceau pointed out that the agenda brought up the discussion 

Rtport of the Commu- of the report of the Commission of Investigation in Smyrna 
sion of Investigation (see Appendix A). M. Venizelos had asked to be heard. 
in Smyrna seemed to him that there were two questions to be asked 

of M. Venizelos. First, he should explain the massacres of which the Greek 

^ No. 15 . 
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troops were accused. Moreover, he himself was much struck by reading in 
the Commission’s report that the Greeks would not be able to maintain 
themselves in Smyrna by their own efforts. The Greeks had been sent to 
Smyrna on the clear understanding that their occupation should not be 
taken as equivalent to a definite attribution of territory to them. He noted 
that the Greeks had gone beyond the limits of the Sandjak of Smyrna without 
the permission of the Council and had done so upon a telegram from 
M. Venizelos. He thought that it was necessary to remind them that the 
Turkish question was not settled and to ask them to state definitely if they 
could maintain themselves at Smyrna by their own efforts. The information 
received indicated that in many respects the conduct of the Greeks had been 
abominable, and that Turkey would never accept, unless obliged to by force, 
Greek occupation, or, to a certain extent, Italian occupation. As far as the 
Greeks were concerned, he thought this information was correct. The 
question would not have arisen if the Greek occupation had not given rise to 
certain incidents. It was not the Council’s fault if the question had to be 
raised. The Turkish problem was not settled. He felt that the Council would 
be more and more led to respecting the integrity of Turkish territory; under 
these circumstances it would be well to warn the Greeks that they sliould not 
behave as conquerors of Asia Minor. 

M. DE Martino wished to associate himself with what M. Clemenceau 
had just said ; the military occupations in Asia Minor were clearly only pro- 
visional and should in no way prejudice the final settlement of the Turkish 
question. This question could not be divorced from the more general 
question of the fate of the territories of the former Ottoman Empire which 
was of interest to all Mediterranean powers, Italian opinion was clearly 
favourable to the piinciple of respecting the integrity of these territories. 
Moreover, he wished to point out that the relations between the Italian 
troops and the Turkish population in Anatolia were excellent and that no 
conflicts had taken place between them; on the contrary, on many occasions 
the local populations and authorities had indulged in manifestations of 
gratitude. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the Council was entering upon a basic discussion 
of Greek occupation. He tliought that the conclusions of the Commission 
went beyond the instructions received by it. The Commission had been 
formed, at the request of M. Venizelos himself, to investigate the massacres. 
Its report treated, in general terms, the whole problem of Greek occupation, 
and also questioned the decisions of the Supreme Council. What would 
happen if the Council, as the report suggested, asked the Greeks to leave 
Smyrna? Would they be replaced by Turks or was an Inter-Allied occupa- 
tion contemplated? The affair of the Vilayet of Aidin had just shown how 
difficult of realization such an occupation was:^ the French Government had 
felt it impossible to send a battalion and, under these conditions, the British 
Government had not felt that it could assume this burden. If Inter- Allied 
occupation was impossible could the Council really think of allowing the 
* See Vol. I, Ko. 70, minute 9, and in the present volume No. iS, minute 4. 



Greeks to retire when there was no one to replace them? Could it possibly 
think of evacuating the country before peace had even been concluded? 

M. Clemenceau thought it clearly could not. He felt, with Sir Eyre Crowe, 
that it was impossible at the moment to ask the Greeks to retire but it would 
perhaps be well to have some officers on the spot who could inform the 
Council as to the situation at Smyrna. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Greeks unfortunately claimed that 
many of the difficulties arose from the fact that they did not have complete 
authority in that region. In any case it seemed impossible to agree with the 
conclusions of the Commission which proposed a regime under which the 
Greeks might perhaps occupy but the Turks would govern. Rather than 
create an organ of supervision it would be better to give the Greeks greater 
liberty of action and at the same time a larger and more definite share of 
responsibility. 

M. Clemenceau observed that the danger was that the Greeks would take 
too much latitude. 

Mr. Polk wished to know what the attitude of the Council was. It 
seemed to him that there was some thought of rejecting the conclusions of the 
report now before it. He was not so inclined. The Commission had thought 
its mission was to establish the responsibility for the events at Smyrna; it had 
pointed out these responsibilities as it saw them and had not hesitated to 
question the acts of the Council itself. The report contained serious matters. 
-Did the Council intend or not to take them into consideration? For instance, 
paragraph 37 of the report^ pointed out that M. Venizeios himself had 
ordered the reoccupation of Aidin without taking the Entente into considera- 
tion. He felt that it was impossible not to rej 30 se confidence in the investi- 
gators whom the Council had chosen, or else another Commission should be 
sent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the order given by M. Venizeios had 
already been discussed by the Council of Four. 

M. DE Martino felt that it was impossible not to discuss the report inas- 
much as it emanated from a Commission set up by the Supreme Coimcil. 

M. Clemenceau said that the report would be discussed after M. V enizelos 
had been heard. (At this point M. Venizeios entered the room.) 

M. Venizelos hoped that the Council would permit him to give a brief 
historical summary of the conditions under which the investigation had been 
conducted; he felt that this recapitulation would show that he had good 
reason to ask that this investigation should be considered null and void and 
that another investigation should take place. On the i8th of July, after lie 
had asked the British Government, as a result of a question which had been 
put in the House of Commons, to send an investigating officer to Smyrna, 
the Supreme Council had decided to create a Commission of Investigation.'*^ 
No Greek officer sat on that Commission. He had protested to the President 
of the Conference and had received the reply that a Greek representative 

3 Paragi-aph 37 of document 3 in appendix A. 

See Vol. I, No. 15, minute 4. 



should follow the work of the Commission.® On August 22iid he had been 
obliged to inform the Supreme Council that his representative. Colonel 
Mazarakis, was not allowed to be present at the taking of testimony, under 
the pretext that his presence might intimidate certain witnesses. The Com- 
mission had declared that it would confine itself to communicating the 
depositions to him. He, M. Venizelos, had protested against that decision, 
which was contrary to elementary rules of justice. Later on the Commission 
had made it known that the Greek representative would be put upon the 
same footing as the Turkish representative who was permitted to follow its 
work. Such similar treatment, offensive to an Allied people, forced him to 
protest. On the 14th of September he had again been obliged to protest 
because the Commission had refused to call the witnesses which the Greek 
Delegate had proposed should be heard, and because it had refused to com- 
municate to Colonel Mazarakis the testimony which had been taken. The 
President of the Conference had replied to him that the Greek Delegate was 
not entitled to insist on being present at all deliberations of the Commission, 
but that the minutes, including the hearings of witnesses, would be delivered 
to Colonel Mazarakis who could then present his observations thereon to the 
Commission before the latter reached its conclusions. Nevertheless the Com- 
mission had not wished to communicate to the Greek Delegate the deposi- 
tions made before it on the pretext that secrecy had been promised certain 
witnesses. In so acting it had violated the most elementary principles of 
justice and it put, unintentionally doubtless, a positive premium upon false- 
testimony. He had addressed himself to the Conference which had answered 
that it could not go behind a promise given by the Commission.^ He wished 
to press this point upon the Council; an investigation conducted under such 
conditions could not be trustworthy. It Vv'as impossible thus to pass judgment 
upon the honour of an army without having given that army the means of 
defending itself. He felt that he was entitled to satisfaction, since it was a 
question of a State which had always been faithful to its alliances and friend- 
ships, and since this request was formulated by a representative of that State 
who had always borne himself loyally towards the Conference. 

M. Clemenceau asked if General Bunoust had any remarks to make as to 
the materiality of the facts in question. 

General Bunoust said that he did have some remarks to make. The Com- 
mission had never decided to communicate the depositions taken; it liad 
unanimously decided that the depositions would lack sincerity if the Greek 
representatives had to be informed of them. The Turks would not have 
opened their mouths in the presence of a Greek ofiicer. In spite of that pre- 
caution the Commission had sometimes had difficulty in finding witnesses ; 
thus at Aidin no Turkish witnesses had been found. When the Supreme 
Councirs telegram of September goth^ reached the Commission it had not 
yet ended its labours ; it had only concluded the summary of the established 

3 See Voi. I, No. 16, minute 5. 

For the foregoing summary of the sequence of events cf. \'dl. I, No. 68, minute 6, and 
in the present volume No. I, minute 3. 
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facts and it had transmitted this in full to Colonel Mazarakis. Colonel 
Mazarakis had presented observations on this subject which the Commission 
had taken into account on one point. ^ 

M, Glemengeau asked whether, after the Commission had received the 
telegram of September 30th, it had taken depositions which it had not com- 
municated to M. Venizelos’ representative. 

General Bunoust thought that the Commission might, after that date, 
have taken the second deposition of Colonel Smith. ^ 

M. Venizelos did not wish to insist upon that point. He felt, however, 
that lie might say, without offending anyone, that civil investigators would 
have been more anxious not to \dolate cardinal principles of justice, and that 
they would not, for instance, have allowed witnesses to be heard without 
being sworn. At Aidin the Commission might well have taken non-Turkish 
testimony and have been satisfied therewith. He felt finally that he might 
remark that the procedure adopted inevitably exposed the investigators to 
the danger of being carried away by false depositions and reaching unjust or 
inaccurate conclusions. The animosity between Turks and Greeks was an 
incontestable fact ; moreover, it was certain that many Europeans in Smyrna 
preferred the continuance of the Turkish regime which, with respect to 
strangers, was a regime of special privileges, rather than the establishment of 
the Greek regime, which was a regime of equality. 

M. Clemengeau asked if M. Venizelos did not intend to discuss the facts 
brought out in the report. 

M. Venizelos said that he did not want to discuss conclusions based on 
testimony which had not been brought to the knowledge of the Greek repre- 
sentative. 

M. Clemengeau observed that it was a serious matter to make such a reply. 
The Council had expected from M. Venizelos precise answers on questions 
of fact. As head of the Government he must know if the alleged facts had 
really happened. He was astonished that M. Venizelos did not wish to 
discuss them. 

M. Venizelos recognized that there had been excesses but he thought that 
they were readily to be explained. He admitted equally that the conditions 
under which the debarkation took place created an administrative responsi- 
bility of the Greek Command. The Greek Government moreover had in- 
flicted heavy penalties. But the Council could not forget that the day before 
the occupation the Turkish population had assembled, and that protests 
against the occupation had been posted up. 

General Bunoust said that these posters were not appeals to resistance. 
I'lic Turks were only asked to assemble in order to prove that the Turkish 
element was in the majority; the crowd of Turks, moreover, was not armed. 

M. Venizelos observed that in any event there was a tendency to resis- 
tance, inasmuch as the day before civil prisoners had been released. 

General Bunoust explained that they had only been released during the 

See documents 4 and 5 in appendix A below. 

® Gf. paragraph 21 of document 3 in appendix A below. 
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night preceding the debarkation. The Commission’s report, moreover, had 
recognized the responsibility of the Turkish Governor in these circumstances. 

M. Venizelos added that stores of arms had been looted by the crowd. 
Under these conditions the debarkation took place. The officer commanding 
the Greek troops had been guilty of imprudence. The Council knew how 
gunshots, coming from parts unknown, had provoked a reply on the part of 
the Greek troops. A panic followed and that was the beginning of the 
excesses. He thought he ought to point out that the next day or the day after 
a court-martial had been organized, that in the first five days of its sitting 
this court-martial had condemned three Greeks to death, one of them being 
a looting soldier, and that it had totalled seventy-four convictions, of which 
forty-eight were of Greeks. Nothing more could be asked of the most civilized 
country. As for the massacre of the prisoners who were being led on board 
vessels in the harbour, ^ Colonel Mazarakis’ investigation, which had resulted 
in severe condemnation of the Lieutenant commanding the escort, had 
established that the excesses of which the prisoners had been the vic tims were 
largely due to the crowd, and that only about twenty prisoners had been 
killed. In any event, forty-eight hours after the debarkation of the troops, 
order had been reestablished. He wished to ask General Bunoust if since 
that time the city had not been perfectly calm. 

General Bunoust replied that such was the case. 

M. Venizelos stated that Colonel Mazarakis did not agree with the Com- 
mission on the affair of Menemen.^° According to the Colonel, a Greek -- 
battalion which had evacuated Pergamum, after having suffered serious 
losses, while entering Menemen had been attacked by Turkish fanatics. 
This attack had provoked excesses. The Commission, which did not con- 
sider that Turkish aggression had been established as a fact, had certainly 
been led into error by the witnesses which it had heard; it spoke of three 
hundred Turks killed; according to his information, only twenty had been 
killed. It was evident that on this point an investigation in the nature of a 
cross-examination would have been suitable. 

General Bunoust observed that the Commission had attached very little 
importance to the figures furnished it; it was perfectly aware of their inexact- 
ness. In any event it had not based its conclusions on a Turkish report, 
according to which one thousand were killed, but on an investigation made 
the day after the uprising by a French officer. 

M. Venizelos stated that in the affair of Nazli” the fault lay with the 
Greek officer who, threatened with attack, thought he could evacuate the 
town prior to the time ordered by the Engliffi Admiral. In any event, in that 
affair, it was the Greeks who had suffered most. As for Aidin,’- he maintained 

« See paragraph 1 3 of document 3 in appendix A below. 

See paragraphs 41-3 of document 3 and paragraph 12 of document 5 in appendix A 
below. 

“ See paragraphs 27-30 of document 3 and paragraph 9 of document 5 in appendix A 
below. 

See paragi'aphs 32-7 of document 3 and paragraph 10 of document 5 in appendix A 
below. 
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that twenty-five hundred Greeks perished and that the number of Turkish 
victims was far less. 

General Bunoust explained that the Commission had relied upon a 
French investigation, according to which there were reported to be about 
twenty-five hundred Greek victims and fifteen hundred Turkish. The 
estimation of the number of Turkish dead was moreover difficult on account 
of the exodus of the population. 

M. Venizelos acknowledged that Aidin, occupied by the Greeks and then 
evacuated, had been re-occupied on an order given by him, whicli order had 
had unfortunate results. He wished to give the reasons which had caused him 
to issue that order. The Greeks were in a state of war with the Turks. It the 
Turks could boast of having expelled the Greeks from Aidin, their situation at 
Smyrna would have become impossible; therefore he had given the order to 
re-occupy the town. Moreover, he had informed the Council of what he was 
doing. Already, prior to that time, he had instructed the Greek military 
authorities not to hesitate, in the event of attack by Turkish bands, to go 
beyond the limits of the zone of occupation in order to break up centres of 
hostile resistance. In any event these incontestable facts remained : the Greek 
section of Aidin was entirely destroyed, twenty-five hundred out of eight 
thousand Greeks had perished, the Greek element formed the richest and the 
most civilized part of the population, and it was the Greeks who had suffered 
most. He regretted that the procedure adopted by the Commission had 
not allowed the Turkish losses to be ascertained. Finally, he felt obliged to 
protest against the passage of the Commission’s report which repeated an 
accusation of the Sheik-ul-Islam to the effect that the Greek Red Gross had 
introduced arms into Smyrna. 

General Bunoust observed that the Commission had not considered this 
accusation well founded. 

M. Venizelos said that it was true that prior to the Greek occupation the 
Greek Sanitary Officer had insisted that the boxes of the Red Cross which 
were unloaded at the customs be not inspected, and that the Turkish 
Governor had consented thereto; but he could not allow the Greek Red 
Cross to remain under the shadow of suspicion. The Sheik-ul-Islam also 
pretended that the Greeks had taken advantage of their occupation to bring 
about an influx of Grecian population in those regions. That was entirely 
false; since the events of May, 1914, there had been in Greece 300,000 
refugees from Asia Minor. He had ordered them to be repatriated, but it 
had been pointed out to him that the dwellings they had left were being- 
inhabited by Turks whose lodging would have to be ensured, and that tlie 
question was a delicate one. Under those circumstances the repatriation had 
been postponed. There had only been isolated cases of repatriation and he 
did not think that there were more than 5,000 or 6,000 persons who had 
returned. He felt sure that the excesses, which he deplored, had not gone 

See Vol. I, No. 14, appendix A. 
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beyond what should have been expected under analogous circumstances on 
the part of any army. The affair had certainly been exaggerated ; moreover 
General Bunoust did not deny that severe punishment had been meted out 
to those foimd guilty. The Greek army had not deserved ill of its Allies and 
the Greeks had ensured the maintenance of order. If certain fugitive Turks 
had not returned to Smyrna that fact could be attributed to the pressure 
brought to bear on them by the Turks in the interior. 

General Bunoust remarked that it was quite possible. 

M. Clemengeau asked what was the importance of the Turkish bands with 
whom the Greeks had to deal. 

General Bunoust said that the Commissioners had spent a day with tliese 
bands; they did not seem to have great cohesion and they had no offensive 
capacity. The Nationalist movement, however, was a serious matter and it 
could arrest all military progress in Asia Minor unless an operation on a 
large scale should be decided upon. 

M. Venizelos said that there was no C|uestion of that. 

M. Clemengeau observed that that, however, was just what M. Venizelos 
had done. Greece had had a Mandate from the Conference and had not kept 
within the limits of that Mandate. Some members of tlie Council were 
wondering what would happen if the Turkish attacks should increase in 
severity. Could Greece, without the support of her Allies, make the necessary 
military and financial effort until such time as the country should be com- 
pletely pacified ? That was the troublesome point. 

M. Venizelos replied that certainly the longer the cpestion was dragged 
out the more financial difficulties would increase for a small country such as 
Greece. She had an army of 12 divisions of 325,000 men; an army stronger 
than it was at the time of the Armistice. He felt assured that if th e Conference 
should charge Greece with the task of defeating Turkey she would be able to 
do so- 

M. Clemengeau said that he had put the question the other way. 

M. Venizelos said that with 12 divisions he had nothing to fear. Mustaplia 
Kemal only had 70,000 men. It was evident that if the present situation was 
unduly prolonged Greece would have financial difficulties, but he Jioped 
that would not be the case. 

M. Clemengeau thanked M. Venizelos in the name of the Council for liis 
presentation of the case. (At this point M. Venizelos left the room.) 

M. Clemengeau suggested that the discussion be postponed until the 
following Monday, IS (This was agreed to.) 

(The meeting then adjourned). 

Hotel de Crillon^ Paris ^ 

November 8, igig. 


u November 10, 1919. 



Appendix A to No. 17 

Commission inter alliee d'Enquete sur V Occupation grecque de Srnvrne el des 
Territoires adjacents 

Document i 

Lettre di Envoi au President de la Conference de la Paixd^ 

CONSTANTINOPLE, k 14 oclobre igig. 

Nous avons i’honneur de vous adresser le dossier renfermant tous les documents 
relatifs al’enquete faite en Asie-Mineure en execution de votre decision du 22 juillet 

En plus des proces-verbaux des seances et leurs annexes parmi lesquelles se trou- 
vent in extenso les depositions des temoins,’^ le dossier comprend, conformement aux 
instructions donnees par votre telegramme du 26 juillet d® 

1° Lbi expose des faits survenus depuis Toccupation.^'^ 

En sLiivant le plus possible I’ordre chronologic[ue, cet expose presente tous les faits 
qui nous ont semble avoir eu une repercussion sur les evenements et en particulier 
ceux qui sont relates dans la plainte adressee par le Cheik-ul-Islarn a la Conference 
de la paixd -5 

A cet expose est annexe le rapport etabli par le Colonel designe par le GouvernC" 
ment helleniciue pour suivre les travaux de la Commission^” 

Cet officier superieur a regu communication de I’expose des faits etablis, mais 
nous n’avons pas cru devoir lui communiquer les chapitres des responsabilites et 
^ des conclusions, estimant que cette maniere de faire etait conforme a I’esprit de vos 
instructions du 22 et 26 juillet susvisees. 

Ainsi que nous I’avons fait connaitre par la reponse a voti'e decision du 30 sep- 
tembre^ qui vous a ete transmise le 3 octobre par I’intermediaire de Monsieur le 
Haut Commissaire frangais en Orient, nous n’avons pas cru pouvoir, sans mariquer 
a, nos engagements d’honneur, communiquer au representant hellenique les 
depositions des temoins qui ont ete faites sous promesse de secret. 

2° Un chapitre relatif a I’etablissement des responsabilites;^^ 

30 Les conclusions presentees par la Gommission.^^ 

Ces conclusions ont ete adoptees a Tunanimite des voix. 

Les membres de la Commission : 

R. H. Hare, Bunoust, A. Ball’ Olio, Mark Bristol. 

Document 2 

Historique de la Commission Interalliee d'Enquete sur VOccupation grecque de Sjjjyrne 
et Territoires adjacents 

La Commission d’enquete a ete creee a la suite de la plainte adressee par le 
Glieikh-ul"Islam a la Conference de la Paix en date du 15 juillet.'-'® 

IS In the original this document was preceded by a table of contents enumerating the 
documents contained in this appendix. 

ii' Not included in file copy of this appendix. 

I® See VoL I, No. 17, minute 12., 
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Elle a ete composee des Membres suivants: 

Pour VAmerique\ Gontre-Amiral Bristol; 

Pour la France'. General de Brigade Bunoust; 

Pour VAngleterre-. General de Brigade Hars [Hare]; 

Pour ritalie : Lieut-General Dali’ Olio, 

A ete nomme Secretaire general, le Lieutenant Luigi Villari, Les autres officiers 
attaches a la Commission sont les suivants : 

Pour les Etafs-Unis d’Amerique: Lieutenant Dunn, Lieutenant Stewart (remplace 
plus tard par le Lieutenant Jones), M. Gaessbrough (interprete de turc) ; 

Pour la France: Lieutenant Rumerchene, Sous-Lieutenant Vitalis (interprete de 
grec), et Sous-Lieutenant Dugoureq; 

Pour V Empire Britannique: Commandant Thomson (interprete de turc) , Capitaine 
Harris et Lieutenant Higham (pendant le sejour de la Commission en Asie 
Mineure) . 

Pour rilalie: Lieutenant Villari et Lieutenant de Bosis. 

Elle a tenu sa premiere seance a I’Ambassade d’ltalie a Constantinople le 12 
aout. A cette occasion il fut decide a Tunanimite que la presidence serait tenue a 
tour de role par chaque membre de la Commission, que si deux seances avaient 
lieu le meme jour, elles seraicnt presidees par le meme Comniissaire, et que chaque 
seance a Constantinople ait lieu a I’Ambassade de I’fitat auquel appartient le 
president du jour. 

Six seances furent tenues a Constantinople, la derniere le 19 aout. La Commis- 
sion s’est ensuite rendue a Smyrne oil elle s’est reunie pour la premiere fois le 23 
aout a I’ecole Sultanieh, mise a sa disposition par les autorites ottomanes. Elle a 
tenu douze seances a Smyrne, la deimiere (la dix-huitieme) le 5 septembre. 

Le 6 septembre elle est partie pour Aidin ou elle est restee jusqu’au 1 2 de ce 
mois, Trois seances ont eu lieu a Aidin m^me; le 10 septembre elle s’est rendue a 
Girova dans la zone italienne pour entendre les depositions des refugids turcs 
d’Aidin, le 1 1 a Mazli [Nazli] dans la zone occupee par les forces du mouvement 
national turc, oil elle a interroge entre autres, des refugies grecs egalement d’Aidin. 

Le 1 2 la Commission est rentree a Smyrne oil elle a tenue encore neuf seances ; 
quatre autres ont ete tenues respectivement a Odemisch, a Menemen, a Magnesie 
et a Aivali. La derniere sdance a Smyrne (la 35®) a etd tenue le 26 septembre. La 
Commission apres avoir termine I’audition des temoins, a I’exception de c{ueiques- 
uns qui se trouvaient a Constantinople, est rentree dans cette ville oil elle s’est 
reunie en seance pour la 36® fois le i®” octobre. Encore onze seances y ont etc 
tenues, dont la derniere le 15 octobre. 

En tout les seances ont ete 46. 

Le nombre des temoins entendus est de 1 75 appartenant a toutes les nationalites 
et a toutes les categories sociales. 

Le dossier est compose de la fa^on suivante: 

A chaque seance les depositions des temoins, les deliberations de la Commission 
et dans les eas les plus importants aussi leurs discussions ont ete reproduites. Un 
court rdsume du proces-verbal, avec indications des questions discutees ou decidees 
et les noms des temoins interroges, y est annexe, ainsi que les lettres, rapports et 
autres documents se rapportant specialement a la seance en question. . 

Les autres documents sont reunis dans un dossier special. 

Le rapport final de la Commission consiste en ti'ois parties : 

d) Les fails etablis qui forment un expose chronologique des evenements dont la 
Commission s’e.st occupee; 
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b) L’expose des responsabilites qui, de Tavis de la Commission, resultent des 
faits etablis, et 

c) Les conclusions et recommandations que la Commission a cm utile de pro- 
poser dans le de remedier aux inconvenients constates dans la situation du pays. 

Le secretaire gineraly 
Lieutenant Luigi Villari. 


Document 3 

/. Expose des Faits survenus depuis V Occupation qui ont ele etablis au coiirs de 
VEnquete entre le is aoiit et le 6 octobre igiQ- 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le j octobre I gig. 

N° I. — Depuis Tarmistice la secui'ite des chretiens n’etait pas menacee dans ie 
vilayet d’Aj'din. 

Les populations hellenes avaient ete incontestablement persecutees en 1914 et au 
cours de la guerre et traitees sans aucune bienveillance pendant les premiers mois 
qui suivirent Tarmistice, par le Vali Noureddin pacha; mais depuis I’entree en 
fonction du Vali actuel Izzet bey tous les habitants, sans distinction de races, 
etaient traites avec impartialite. 

Malgre ia presence de quelques bandes de brigands dans la region on pent 
affirmer que le calme etaient [.hr] revenu. 

Les craintes de massacres de chretiens n’etaient pas justifiees. Des enquetes 
prouvent que les proclamations appelant les musulmans au massacre des Grecs qui, 
quelques semaines avant le debarquement, sont tombees entre les mains des 
autorites grecques et ont ete envoyees a Athenes n’ont pas ete ecrites par les ofiiciers 
de gendarmerie turque dont les signatures figurent sur ces pieces. Ces pieces ne 
sont pas certainement authentiques. 

N° 2. — Les conditions de securite dans le vilayet d’Aidin et a Smyrne en parti" 
culier ne justifiaient point Toccupation des forts de Smyrne par application de 
Particle 7 des clauses de Parmistice.^^ (Voir au proces-vei'bal de la trente-septieme 
seance, les reserves faites a ce sujet par le General Reprdsentant italien^*^}. 

La situation interieure du vilayet ne motivait pas davantage le debarquement de 
troupes alliees a Smyrne. 

Au contraire, depuis le debarquement des Grecs, ia situation est troublee a cause 
de Petat de guerre existant entre les troupes grecques et les irreguliers turcs. 

N“ 3. — Les forts de Smyrne furent occupes le 14 mai 1919 par des forces alliees 
britannique, fran9aise, italienne et grecque, sur Pordre de Pamiral Galthorpe, de la 
marine de Sa Majeste britannique, Pun des Hauts Gommissaires allies en Turquie 
pour Pexecution des termes de Parmistice. L’ordre d’occupation portait c|uVlie se 
faisait en execution de Particle 7 de Parmistice entre la Turquie et les Puissances 
alliees. 

N° 4. — Dans la nuit du 14 au 15 mai, a la suite de proclamation, un rassemble- 
ment de plusieurs milliers de Turcs a eu lieu dans le quartier turc du cote du cime- 
tidre juif, mais ce rassemblement n^avait pas pour objet d’organiser la resistance par 

23 Article 7 of the Armistice of Port Mudros provided that: The Allies have the riglit to 
occupy any strategic points in tlie event of a situation arising which tlireatens the security 
of the Allies.’ (Cf. British and Foreign State Papers {igiy-tgi8), vol, cxi, p. 612.) 

24 Document 7 below. 
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la force au debarquement des Grecs. Son but etait de prouver la majorite et la 
predominance des habitants turcs sur les elements etrangers. 

No 5. — L’occupation de Smyrne par les troupes grecques,fut ordonnee par la 
Conference de la Paixd® Les ordres pour I’occupation furent donnes par FAmiral 
Galthorpe, representant cette Conference. 

La Ville de Smyrne fut occupee le 15 mai 1919 par les forces grecques, assistees 
des forces navales de rAmerique, Grande-Bretagne, France, Grece et Italic. 

Les forces navales britanniques, fran^aises, italiennes et americaines debar- 
querent de petits contingents armes pour garder leurs consulats respectifs. 

Les forces navales grecques debarquerent un groupe destine a garder les points 
de debarquement des troupes grecques. Cette force etait insuffisante pour pre- 
server Fordre et executer sa mission. 

Les forces grecques se composaient de trois regiments. Le debarquement eut 
lieu a la pointe et sur le quai en face FHotel Kramer. Les troupes commencerent 
a, debar quer a 8 heures du matin. 

N° 6. — Aucune resistance au debarquement n’a ete organisee par les autorites 
turcjueSj les coups de fusil tires par les Turcs furent des actes isoles. 

N° 7. — Piusieurs centaines de prisonniers de toutes sortes se sont echappes des 
prisons voisines de la caserne quelques heures avant Foccupation, 

Les autorites turques n’ont pas pris de mesures efficaces pour prevenir ou empe- 
cher ces evasions. 

Quelques-uns de ces prisonniers purent se procurer des armes, au depot d’armes 
situ^ pres de la caserne. 

N° 8. — Le Commandement superieur grec n’a pris aucune mesure prealable 
pour assurer Fordre pendant la marche des troupes hell^nes a travers la ville. Des 
d6tachements de marins grecs avaient seulement ete places dans le voisinage imme- 
diat des deux points choisis pour le debarquement. Gonformement aux ordres du 
Representant de FEntente, les troupes turques etaient maintenues dans leurs 
casernes. 

Aucune liaison n’avait ete etablie pour permettre au Commandement grec de 
faire parvenir ses ordres aux autorites turques et pour se renseigner sur Fetat 
d’esprit de la population. 

N° 9. — Les autorites grecques, militaires, civiles et religieuses n’ont rien fait 
pour essayer de calmer la foule. 

La ceremonie faite par le Metropolite pour benir les troupes a leur debarque- 
ment n’a pu avoir qu’une influence facheuse. 

La foule, massee sur le parcours des troupes, a eu une attitude de nature a de- 
chainer la coiere des habitants turcs et a entrainer des actes de violence de la part 
de fanatiques isoles. 

N® 10, ^ — Les ordres relatifs au debarquement n’ont pas ete strictement executes. 
Ils ont ete modifies sans Fapprobation du Commandement, a la suite de Finter- 
vention du Commandant deVAverqff, avait ete prevenu de la formation de 
norabreux rassemblements tur[c]s du cote de Carantina. 

Les Gompagnies d’Evzones qui devaient debarquer a Carantina pour occuper 
les hauteurs c|ui dpminent la ville du cote du Sud, ont ete ramenees au quai de la 
douane ou elles ont debarque derri^re les autres fractions du regiment. Pour les 
itineraires a suivre, les Commandants des colonnes se sont conformes aux indica- 
tions des guides qui leur ont ete donnes. Ils ne savaient pas que les troupes turques 
etaient consignees dans leurs casernes, pres du Konak. 

Gf. Vol. I, No. ip, note 8. 
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jhJo I j . — Les pi'emiers coups de feu ont ete tires vers le coin de la place du 
Ivonakj a Fen tree de la rue qui conduit a Gocarialy. 

II est impossible d’etablir avec certitude par qui furent tires ces premiers coups, 
Les troupes grecques n’ont pas ouvert le feu et ont seulement riposte a ces premiers 
coups. 

jsjo 12. — A la suite de ces premiers coups une vive fusillade a eclate. Les soldats 
grecs qui se trouvaient dans les jardins de la place du Konak ont dirige un feu 
violent contre les fenetres de la caserne et du Konak. 

II a ete impossible de savoir exactement si quelques coups de feu ont ete tires de 
certaines fenetres de la caserne apres le commencement de la fusillade, 

Aucune trace de balle n’a ete trouvee sur les murs des batiments qui font face a 
la caserne. 

Quelques rares coups de feu paraissent aussi avoir ete tires par les Turcs en cer- 
tains points des quais et de la ville, en particulier du cote du Gonsulat hellenique 
oil, d’apres les rapports grecs, le detachement de garde fut oblige de se defendre a 
coups de fusil contre une attaque turque. 

N® 13. — Sur le chemin qu’ils ont parcouru entre la place du Konak et le bateau 
Patris oil ils furent enfermes, les premiers convois de prisonniers comprenant des 
officiers et soldats, ainsi que le Vali et des fonctionnaires furent Fobjet de brutalites 
de la part de la foule qui les accompagnait et m^me de quelques soldats grecs qui 
les escortaient. 

Tons ces prisonniers furent voles. Tous devaient crier ‘Zito Venizelos’ et marcher 
avec les mains levees. Quelques-uns furent massacres, 

A part une ou deux exceptions, les officiers grecs n’ont exerce sur leurs hommes 
^aucune action pour emp^cher les violences. 

N° 14. — Le 15 mai et jours suivants les troupes grecques ont arr^te arbitraire- 
ment environ 2,500 personnes, parmi lesquelles un certain nombre d’enfants de 
moins de 14 ans. Le personnel et les eleves de quelques ecoles furent m6me en- 
fermes sur le Patris. Bon nombre de ces prisonniers furent maltraites, pill^s et 
detenus pendant plusieurs jours dans des conditions d’hygi^ne inacceptables, 

N° 15. — Pendant les journees du 15 et du 16 mai de nombreux actes de vio- 
lences et de pillages furent exerces en ville contre les personnes et les habitations 
turques. Les fez furent arraches et les Turcs n’oserent plus sortir avec cette coiffure. 
De nombreuses femmes furent violees. Quelques assassinats furent commis. Ges 
violences et pillages furent exerces le plus souvent par la populace grecque de la 
ville, mais il a ete prouve que des soldats y prirent part et que Fautorite militaire 
ne prit que tardivement des mesures efficaces pour y mettre fin. 

N° 16. — Le nombre de tues et blesses le jour de Foccupation de Smyrne par les 
troupes grecques est estime de fagon differente par les autorites turques et grecques. 
Ces nombres sont environ les suivants: 

Grecs \ soldats; 2 tues, 6 blesses; civils; 20 tues, 20 noyes, 60 blesses. 

Turcs : 300 a 400 victimes (tuees ou blessees) . 

No 1 7. — Apres que la nouvelle du debarquement des forces grecques a Smyrne 
fut connue dans les villages des environs, les habitants grecs commencerent a pilfer 
les maisons turques et a voler le betail turc; quelques Turcs furent egalement tues 
dans differents villages. 

N° 18. — Le Colonel commandant les troupes d’occupation grecques avait recu 
des le 21 mai le tdegramme envoye de Paris le 20 mai par M. Veniselos qui reglait 
les conditions d’occupation du Sandjak de Smyrne etdu Gaza d’Aivali ainsi que de 
certaines regions si tuees en dehors du Sandjak de Smyrne. 
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N® ig. — M. le Commodore FitzMaurice, representant de TEntente a partir du 
28 mai, n’a re^u que le juin les instructions lui faisant connaitre ses attiibutions 
vis-a-vis des autorites helleniques en ce qui concerne I’extension de la zone d’occu- 
pation. 

Depuis le depart de I’Amiral Galthorpe (21 mai) jusqu’au 28 mai, le repre- 
sentant de PEntente etait le Vice-Amiral frangais Sagoy du Vauroux. 

N° 20, — Le Haut Gommissah’e du Gouvernement hellenique arrive a Smyrne 
le 21 mai a agi centre les ordres contenus dans le telegramme du 20 mai, en auto- 
risant le Colonel commandant les troupes a donner le 23 mai un ordre d’operation 
visant : 

a) L’occupation de Aidin; 

b) L’intervention dans les regions de Magnesie et de Gassaba, 

sans avoir, au prealable, demande Fautorisation au representant de FEntente. 

Le Haut Commissaire grec a reconnu, devant la Commission, sa responsabilite 
a ce sujet. 

N® 21. — Pour justifier Fextension de la zone grecque le Haut Commissaire hel- 
lenique s’est appuye: 

a) Sur les renseignements non verifies regus par Fautorite militaire, d’apres les- 
quels la securite publique aurait ete menacee dans les regions susvisees; 

b) Sur une interpretation donnee par Fautorite militaire a des conversations 
tenues avec le Colonel anglais Smith qui n’avait aucune qualite pour remplacer le 
Representant de FEntente. 

Le Colonel Smith n’avait pas eu connaissance du telegramme envoy^ le 20 mai 
par Monsieur Veniselos au Colonel Zafiriou. II n’ a jamais donn6 a celui-ci aucune 

autoi’isation meme verbale, de se porter a Aidin-Magnesie et Gassaba. II avait^ 

seulement expose au Colonel Zafiriou Futilite d’envoyer queiques troupes le long 
de la voie ferree jusqu’a Trianda pour proteger la ligne, si le Colonel Zafiriou avait 
Fautorisation de pousser ses troupes en avant. 

Le Colonel Smith ajouta que toute occupation au deli de Trianda pourrait 
occasionner des desordres. 

II rendit compte de cette conversation a son Superieur. 

N° 22. — La marche en avant et Finstallation des troupes grecques aussi bien 
dans la direction de Magnesie que dans la direction d’Eudemich, d’Aidin et 
jusqu’a Nazili s’est d’abord faite dans des conditions satisfaisantes malgre Femotion 
soulevee dans le pays par la nouvelle des evenements de Smyi'ne. Le Gommande- 
ment grec fit une faute en tolerant Faction de civils grecs armes qui sous pretexte 
d’aider les troupes grecques se livraient au pillage et commettaient toutes sortes 
d’exces. 

Une cour martiale constituee a Smyrne des le 1 6 mai par le Commandement grec 
avait prononce (a la date du 15 aout) 74 condamnations, dont 3 a raort pour les 
seuls evenements des 15 et 16 mai. Parmi ces condamnes figurent: 

48 Grecs; 13 Turcs; 12 Armeniens; i Juif. 

N® 23. — L’excitation produite dans le pays par les evenements de Smyrne 
augmenta progressivement pour les raisons suivantes : 

a) Une grande incertitude regna au sujet des limites du territoire a occuper par 
les forces grecques jusqu’au a juin, date a laquelle le Commodore FitzMaurice, de 
la Marine britannique, fut charge de determiner les limites de I’occupation. 

b) L’avance rapide des troupes grecques vers Finterieur du pays augmenta le 
trouble des populations. Les notables turcs commencerent a quitter la region 
occupee. Les reguliers turcs et la gendarmerie deserterent. Des civils grecs 



s’armerent ouvertement. L’activite des brigands augmenta en meme temps que 
le nombre des actes de violence, les vols et les pillages. 

c) Les perquisitions faites par les troupes grecques aidees par des civils armes dans 
ies maisons tui'ques pour la recherche des armes, porterent au plus haut point le 
mecontentement de la population, car la violation du domicile musulman con- 
stitue une mesure particulierement vexatoire susceptible de provoquer une grande 
irritation. 

Cette excitation crea dans tout le vilayet d’Ain une apparence de desordres c{ui 
tendait a justifier I’extension des limites de I’occupation par les forces grecques. 

N° 24. — Les armes dont les civils grecs etaient porteurs leur ont ete probable- 
ment fournies depuis I’armistice par la contrebande operant entre les lies et la cote. 

11 n’y a pas lieu de retenir Faccusation portee par les Turcs centre la Croix-Rouge 
grecque au sujet du debarquement, a Smyrne, d’armes contenues dans des caisses 
portant les marques de cette institution. 

II est seulement prouve que, au cours du mois de fevnier, un grand nombre de 
caisses furent, a plusieurs reprises, dechargees du bateau grec Adriaticos et echap- 
perent au controle de la douane. Des temoins turcs, entendus, ont afRrme que 
certaines de ces caisses renfermaient des armes et des munitions. 

Les autorites grecques n’ont autorise que dans les premiers jours de mars le 
controle des caisses par les fonctionnaires turcs du service de la douane. 

N° 25. — Ayassoulouk a ete occupe le 25 mai; Deunendjid a ete occupe le 
25 mai; Baladjik a ete occupe le 25 mai; Aidin a ete occupe le 27 mai; Eudemich 
a occupe le i®*" juin; Nazili a ete occupe le 3 juin. 

N° 26. — Divers coups de main executes sur des postes grecs par des bandes ou 
des insurges turcs ont amene de la part des Grecs des represailles dont quelques- 
unes pouvaient etre justifiees par la situation militaire. Toutes ces represailles ont 
ete faites brutalement. Quelques assassinats furent comniis de part et d’autre. 

N° 27. — L’evacuation de Nazili a ete faite dans la nuit du 19 au 20 juin sur 
Finitiative du commandant du bataillon d’occupation. Cette evacuation n’a pas 
ete faite conformement aux ordres du representant de FEntente donnes depuis 
le 14 juin, d’apres lesquels ies autorites locales turques devaient etre prevenues 
a Favance du depart des troupes grecc|ues. 

N° 28. — Les autorites militaires grecques expliquent ce mouvement en disant 
que le commandant du bataillon craignait une attaque et que pour ne pas ren- 
seigner Fennemi sur son mouvement de retraite, il n’a pas prevenu les autorites 
turques de son depart. Les ordres relatifs a Fevacuation de Nazili n’ont ete donnes 
par le Commandement superieur que le ig. 

N° 29. — Apres ce depart les autorites turques n’ont pas eu le temps de creer un 
service d’ordre pour remplacer la gendarmerie desarmee et desorganisee pendant 
Foccupation grecque. Elies n’ont pas ete en mesure de s’opposer au pillage et au 
massaxre de quelques families grecques par des bandes turques entrees a Nazili 
quelques heures apres Fevacuation par les Grecs. 

N® 30. — Les habitants arretes a Nazili par les Gi'ecs comme suspects au nombre 
d’une trentaine environ ont ete emmenes avec les troupes en retraite. 

L’lm d’eux fut tue en route sous pretexte qu’il ne pouvait marcher. 

Parmi ies autres quelques-uns purent s’echapper mais le plus grand nombre fut 
tue au village de Kiosk au cours d’une bagarre survenue pendant la traversee de ce 
village, pendant laquelle un ofHcier grec a ete tue. 

N® 31. — Apres Fevacuation de Naziili par les troupes grecques les attaques des 
Turcs centre les postes grecs et les soldats isolfe se sont multipliees. 



Dans toute la region d’Aidin le population etait armee, aiissi bien les Turcs que 
les Grecs. 

N° 32. — Les troupes grecques ont execute aux emdrons d’Aidin des reconnais- 
sances armees. Au cours de ces reconnaissances quelques villages furent brides. 

Le 27 line de ces reconnaissances a ete I’epoussee par les bandes qui I’ont pour- 
suiviejusqu’ai’entree d’Aidin. Le combat a continue le 28. Les assaillants ont fait 
usage de canons de 105 des le 28. 

Les Grecs ont recule. 

Le Commandant et les temoins grecs affirment que des coups de feu ont ete tires 
par les habitants turcs sur des fractions de troupes grecques en retraite, au moment 
oil elles traversaient le quartier turc au sud de la voie fe’^^’ce. Qu,elques-uns des 
incendies qui ont eclate dans ce quartier turc dans la matinee du 29 ont pris 
naissance au cours du combat. 

D’autres incendies eclaterent aussi dans ce quartier sur divers points isoles. 

Un grand nombre de Turcs, hommes, femmes, enfants qui essayaient de sortir du 
ciuartier en flammes ont ete tues sans raison par les soldats grecs qui gardaient 
toutes les issues conduisant de ce quartier vers ia partie nord de la ville. 

Le Commandement et les troupes grecs ont incontestablement perdu tout sang- 
froid. 

Les Grecs evacuerent la ville dans la nuit du 29 au 30 apres avoir commis de 
norabreux attentats et des crimes. Un grand nombre de civils grecs qui voulaient 
s’enfuir en accompagnant les troupes dans leur retraite en ont ete empeche par le 
Commandement. 

N° 33. — L’incemle du quartier grec est du aux bandes turques du chef Yuruk 
Ali qui y sont entreestdans la matinee du 30 juin et I’ont brule completement apres 
avoir pille les maisons\dont elles ont tue les occupants. 

Sans distinction d’ag/e ni de sexe un grand nombre d ’habitants grecs rencontres 
dans la rue furent iiripitoyablement tues par les bandes. 

Les habitants qui echapperent a la mort, mais non pas au vol, furent ceux ci[ui, au 
nombre de 2,000 ou 3,000 environ, purent se refugier, avant I’arrivde des bandes, 
dans le convent des religieuses frangaises, d’oii elles se rendirent au IConak sous la 
protection du Colonel Gheffik Bey, commandant ia 57® Division ottomane. 

De m^me quelques notables qui avaient pu^se rendre au Konak eurent en partie 
la vie sauve, mais qaelques-uns furent executes. 

II n’a pas ete possible d’etablir avec certitude le chiffre des victimes grecc|ues ou 
turques. 

Le representant du Gouvernement grec entendu par la Commission le 7 sep- 
tembre estime que le nombre des victimes grecques est de 2,000 environ, 900 
cadavres etaient deja retrouves a cette date, Un temoin anglais estime ce nombre 
a 400 environ. ■ . 

Un officier frangais qui a fait une enquete sur place quelques jours apres les 
evenements evalue le nombre des victimes a 

1,500 a 2,000 Grecs; 

1,200 a 1,500 Turcs; 

en reconnaissant ioutefois que revaluatisnr4es.4dctimes turques a ete tres difficile a 
faire. 

N® 34. — Les troupes grecques, a I’aide des renforts envoyes par le General 
Nider, ont repris Aidin le 4 juillel. Elles ont: incendie le quartier turc situe a 
I’ouest de la ville, oil se trouvent aussi des usines grecques. 

35* — L’ensemble des incendies allumes entre le 29 juin et le 4 juiliet ont 
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certainement detruit les deux tiers de la ville d’Aidin, dont la population s’elevait a 
20,000 habitants parmi lesquels environ 8,000 Grecs. 

Les maisons non brulees ont toutes ete pillees. 

]\jo 26, — Avant la rentree des Grecs a Aidin la plus grande partie de la popula- 
tion turcpie a quitte la ville et les environs pour se refugier dans la zone italienne ou 
dans la region de Nazili-Denizli, ou elle est encore. 

Un millier de Grecs ont ete emmenes dans la zone turqiie ou ils etaient encore 
dans une situation materielle tres penible, au moment de la visite de la Commission 
a Nazili le 1 1 septembre. 

N° 37. — La reoccupation d’ Aidin a ete ordonnee par le Commandement supe- 
rieur grec malgre les ordres formels du representant de I’Entente. 

Les autorites grecques ont agi sur ordre formel envoye de Paris par M. Veniselos 
le 2 juillet. Get ordre n’admettait a ce sujet aucune intervention du representant de 
I’Entente. 

N° 38. — La plupart des villages situes le long de la voie ferree entre Baladjik et 
Aidin ont ete detruits par les incendies allumes au cours des operations militaires 
qui se sont deroulees dans la region. 

N° 39. — Actuellement le calme est a peu pres retabli, sauf dans la zone tres voi- 
sine du front oil se livrent encore des combats d’avant-postes qui causent des pertes 
et qui entrainent des mesures militaires dont souffrent les habitants. 

11 en est de m^me dans la region d’Eudemich oil I’occupation grecque s’est faite 
dans de bonnes conditions. 

N° 40. — L’occupation du vilayet d’Aidin par les forces grecques a cause de 
gi'andes pertes materielles au point de vue recoltes et proprietes. 

Les unes, impossibles a estimer, sont dues aux pillages, auxvols et a la destruction 
du betail, dont une partie a ete utilisee comme nourriture par les troupes grecques, 

Les autres, de moindre importance, furent la consequence des operations mili- 
taires et des rencontres qui eui'ent lieu entre les forces grecques et les bandes 
turques. 

D’autre[s] enfin, tres considerables, sont dues a I’incendie des maisons, des villages, 
et de la ville d’Aidin. On peut estimer que les pertes provenant de I’incendie 
d’Aidin representent approximativement une valeur de huit millions de livres 
sterling. 

Lorsque les habitants turcs abandonnerent leurs maisons et s’enfuirent des dis- 
tricts occupes par les Grecs, ils laisserent leurs recoltes sur pied ou les abandon- 
nerent. Les pertes en haricots, racines a liqueur et en Agues peuvent etre estimees 
a un million deux cent rnille livres. 

La recolte des olives souffrira egalement si les conditions ne s’ameliorent pas 
avant le mois de novembre. 

N° 41. — Pergame a ete occupee le 12 juin. Cette ville etant dans le nord du 
Sandjak de Smyrne, les Grecs avaient le droit de I’occuper d’apr^s les ordres de 
I’Entente donnes par le telegramme du 20 mai. 

La Commission n’a pas ete a Pergame. 

D’apres les renseigneraents dignes de foi qui ont ete recueillis il resulte que les 
irreguliers turcs qui ont repris Pergame ont tue les habitants turcii qui avaient bien 
accueilli les Grecs. Ils ont egalement massacre et souvent torture tons les soldats 
grecs faits prisonniers au cours de cette affaire de Pergame. 

N° 42. — Le 17 juin, apres I’evacuation de Pergame, les troupes grecc|ues ras- 
semblees a Menemen se sont livrees, sans raison serieuse, a un veritable massacre de 
Turcs inoffensifs. Les autorites municipales affirment que plus de 1 ,000 habitants 



turcs ont ete tues, mais ce nombre parait exagere. D’api'es I’enquete faite des le 
lendemain de i’evenement par un officier fran^ais, le nombre des victimes turques 
seraient de 200 tues et 200 blesses. 

Ge massacre n’a pas ete organise par le Gommandement grec, II fut le resultat 
d’une panique qui s’est emparee de jeunes troupes non aguerries, fatiguees, encore 
sous Timpression causee par les evenements de Pergame et que les officiers n’ont 
pas su calmer. 

N° 43. — Le Gommandement militaire grec alRrme que la repression grecque a 
ete la consequence d’une attaque des Turcs qui, d’une maison pres de la gare et du 
Konak, auraient tire des coups de feu sur des soldats grecs. 

De nombreux temoignages ont ete entendus a ce sujet. Geux des Grecs sont 
imprecis et quelquefois contradictoii'es. 

La Commission estime que TaiGEirmation du Gommandement grec ne peut pas 
etre regardee comme exacte. 

N® 44. — L’occupation de Magnesie, en dehors des limites du Sandjak de 
Smyrne a eu lieu le 25 mai sans autorisation du representant de I’Entente et sans 
que cette Haute Autorite ait ete prevenue. 

Pour des raisons militaires cette occupation a ete pouss6e et maintenue jusqu’a 
Ahmedli, a Test, et jusqu’a Papazli, au nord-est de Magnesie. Les troupes 
grecques avaient m^me momentanement occupe Ak~hissar, mais n’y sont pas 
restees. 

L’occupation de la zone de Magnesie s’est faite au debut sans difficultes. Les 
rapports sont devenus moins bons entre la population et les troupes grecques a la 
suite de mauvais traitements subis par quelques habitants, des degradations et ces 
[? des] vols commis dans certaines proprietes et a la suite des perquisitions faites 
pour la recherche des armes. 

Les autorites civiles turques sont restees k Magnesie a I’exception du Mufti qui, 
convoque a Smyrne par les autorites grecques, s’est enfui a Constantinople. 

La situation actuelle est calme. Des rapports corrects existent entre le General 
commandant la division d’occupation et les autorites turques. 

N'’ 45. — Apres I’armistice des bandes grecques de Mytil^ne ont fait quelques 
incursions dans les environs d’Aivali, volant et tuant quelques Musulmans. Des 
represailles furent exercees par certains Turcs de la region. Ges actes de brigandage 
reciproques n’empechaient pas la situation d’etre normale et satisfaisante. 

Des les premiers jours de I’occupation d’Aivali, I’autorite militaire a enrole et 
arme des demobilises et civils grecs. Ils se sont assez mal comportes et furent notam- 
ment accuses d’avoir incendie deux villages. Ils furent, peu apres, desarmes et 
licencies, 

La population turque est tres faible a Aivali oh il n’y a, actuellement, qu’une 
vingtaine de Musulmans, 

Le pays est tranquille, mais le commerce est presque completement arrete. 

N° 46. — Les refugies turcs qui ont quitt6 les territoires occupes par les Grecs 
paraissent retenus loin de ieur domicile, soit par manque de confiance dans les 
Grecs, soit par les irreguliers turcs qui les retiennent peut-etre pour raisons 
politiqiies. 

Le nombre de ces refugies est extrement considerable; la Commission n’a pas pu 
rcvaluer exactement. 

Dans certaines regions, comme dans la vallee du M^andre, des villages entiers, 
rneme parmi ceux qui n’ont pas ete brules, ont du ^tre abandonnes. 

47, — Au sujet du transport de Grecs daris la province de Smyrne, signale par 
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la plainte du Cheik-ui-Islam Moustafa-Sabir a la Conference de la Paixj^^ Fenquete 
a montre que; 

a) D’apres le telegramrne envoye le 7/20 mai, par M. Veniselos, Foccupation 
avait en partie pour but de rendre possible le rapatriement dans le Sandjak de 
Smyrna et le Caza d’AiVali, des refugies se trouvant en Grece; 

b) Dans quelques regions, en particulier du cote de Pergame et de Phocee, des 
refugies grecs sont venus s’installer et Fexode des populations tui'ques a facilite leur 
installation. 

c) En presence des troubles qui ont accompagne Foccupation, les autorites lielle- 
niques ont donne Fordre d’arreter le rapatriement en masse. Quelques families 
aisees, dontles moyens d’existence etaient connus, ont seules ete autorisees a rentrer. 

D’autres refugira ont certainement pu rentrer en debarquant en dehors des ports 
oil les autorites grecques exercent un controle mais leur nombre ne saurait etre 
grand. 

L’accusation portee par le Cheik-ul-Islam n’est done pas completement justifiee. 

Les membres de la Commission d’enquete: 

L’Amir-m. Bristol, Le General Bunoust, 

Dilegue des Etats-Unis d^Amerique. Delegue de la France. 

Le Gjeneral Hare, Le Gen^^ral Dall’Olio, 

Delegue de la Grande-Bretagne. Delegue de V Italic. 


Document 4 

Annexe I. Leftre de la Commission d Monsieur le Colonel Mazarakis, 

Charge par le Gouvernement Hellenique de suivre les Travaux de la Commission. 

CONSTANTINOPLE, U 14. octobre 1919. 

Nous avons Fhonneur de vous accuser reception de votre rapport du 1 1 octobre 
1919^° que nous avions demande par notre lettre du 7 octobx'e, afin que la Con- 
ference de la Paix apres avoir pris connaissance de Fexpose des faits etablis par la 
Commission, put egalement examiner les observations c[ue vous aurait suggerees 
la lecture de ce document. 

Votre rapport sera joint au dossier de Fenquete en meme place que Fexpose qui 
Fa motive. 

Les diverses pieces que vous avez communiquees a la Commission au cours de 
Fenquete et auxciuelles vous faites allusion dans votre rapport seront egalement 
jointes au dossier, 

La Commission a tenu compte des observations que vous avez presentees sous le 
numero 14 au sujet de Foccupation d’Aivali et a modifie le texte du numero 45 de 
son expose. Nous vous adressons ci-joint un exemplaire rectifie,^'^ 

Gomme il vous Fa ete dit au cours de la seance du 1 3 octobre, il n’y a pas lieu 
d’etre surpris en constatant que, sur certains points, Fopinion de la Commission 
n’est pas en concordance avec le [la] votre malgre les affirmations des tenioins que 
vous avez produits. 

En effet, non seuiement Fappreciation d’un meme fait differe avec les individus, 
mais encore, en presence des contradictions malheureusement trop nombreuses pre- 
sentees par les temoignages turcs et grecs, la Commission a quelquefois ete obligee, 
pour essayer de degager la verite, d’attacher une importance particuliere a des 
temoignages on a des rapports emanant de personnalites n’appartenant pas aux 



nations trop directement mta-essees dans le reglement de la question de Smyrne. 

En resume, apres en avoir delibere, la Commission a estime que, a Fexception 
du changement a apporter a la redaction du n'’ 45, il n’y avait lieu de modifier 
son expose primitif qui a ete adopte a Funanimite des voix. 

R. H. Hare, Bunoust, A. Dall’Olio, Mark Bristol. 

Document 5 

Annexe IL Observaiiotis^^ du Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis sur V Expose 
de la Commission Interalliee d'Enquete. 

1. Dans le paragraphe n° i, il est affirme que, depuis Farmistice, la securite des 
Chretiens n’etait pas meiiacee dans le vilayet d’Aidin. Cependant, la Commission 
admet que, non seulement depuis 1914 et durant la guerre, les populations hell^nes 
avaient €t€ incontestablement pei'secutees, mais meme les premiers mois qui suivi- 
rent Farmistice, elles furent traitees sans aucune bienveillance. Elle admet aussi la 
presence de quelques bandes de brigands, mais elle affirme que les craintes de 
massacres n’etaient pas justifiees. 

La Commission me permettra d’etre persuade que Fetude de Fhistoire et Fexpe- 
rience recente sur le sort des populations chretiennes en Turquie ne justifient pas 
cette affirmation. Tons les massacres et toutes les persecutions qui ont maintes fois 
provoque Fintervention europeenne, on ne les avait pas prevus, et c’est pour cela 
que cette intervention arrivait toujours trop tard, apres que les actes etaient con- 
somme. Je me permets de rappeler a la Commission qu’une liste de nieurtres, 
brigandages, persecutions de toute sorte commis par les Turcs entre Farmistice et 
Foccupation de Smyrne, lui a ete soumise; qu’une grande partie de la population 
grecque se trouvait pendant cette periode et se trouve encore exilee en Grece, ayant 
abandonne toutes ses propriete occupees par les Tui’cs, tandis qu’une autre partie 
revenait de Finterieur de FAsie mineure, ou elle avait ete transportee, reduite a la 
moiti^ ou au tiers, dans une misere terrible et un etat de sante piteux, privee de 
tout moyen de s’installer et de vivre. Je regrette de ne pouvoir pas, dans ces condi- 
tions, affirmer avec la Commission que le calme etait revenu et les craintes d’une 
nouvelle explosion du fanatisme musulman n’etaient pas fondees, surtout a la 
veille des decisions de la Conference qui naturellement pouvaient et devaient 
exciter ce fanatisme. 

2. La Commission estime (n° 2) que Foccupation des forts et de la ville de 
Smyrne n’etait pas justifiee par Fapplication de Farmistice. Ge n’est pas a moi 
cF exposer les raisons pour lesquelles la Conference de la Paix a ordonne cette occu- 
pation et a specific qu’elle serait executee par les troupes helleniques. Je me per- 
mets cependant de remarquer que Fexecution de Farmistice etait illusoire, que les 
armes theoriquement gardees dans les magasins etaient, comme les faits Font 
prouve, a la merci des Turcs, que les irreguliers, toleres sinon encourages par les 

Note in original: ‘Ce rapport etait accompagne de la lettre d’envoi suivante: 

Constantinople, le 29 [septembre]/i2 octobre 1919. 

‘Monsieur le Pr&ident, 

J’ai Fhonneur de soumettre h la Commission quelques observations que m’a suggerees 
I'expose des resultats de I’enquete que vous avez bien voulu m’envoyer. 

‘Veuillez agreer etc., 

‘Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis,’ 
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autorites turques, etaient armes meme avec de Fartillerie lourde; que sans cette 
occupation, le retour, 1 ’installation dans leurs proprietes saisies et le travail des 
refugies grecs serait impossible; qu’enfin sans entrer dans les desseins de la Con- 
ference a propos du sort de cette region, qui doit cependant avoir joue un r61e sur 
le choix de I’armee d’occupation, ce choix etait suffisamment justifie par le fait que 
des populations grecques compactes habitent depuis des siecles cette region. En 
effet, dans le seul Sandjak de Smyrne et le Gaza d’Aivali vivaient, avant 1914, 
4955 1 74 Grecs et 2 1 9,583 Turcs. Si cette population a ete pendant la guerre reduite 
par les persecutions, la famine, les meurtres c’etait une raison de plus pour que 
I’Entente victorieuse prit des mesures pour sa protection efficace. Je crois done 
que i’occupation etait non seulement justifiee mais imposee par la justice, la morale 
politique et les raisons ethnographiques plus que toute autre occupation effectuee 
par les Allies victorieux. 

3. La Commission constate que depuis le debarquement des Grecs la situation 
est troublee a cause de I’etat de guerre. Je prierais la Commission de vouloir bien 
distinguer, comnie elie le fait dans plusieurs paragraphes suivants, que dans la zone 
occupee par Farmeehellenique le calme et I’ordre ont ete des les premiers jours reta- 
blis tandis que la situation est troublee et meme anarchique dans les regions voisines 
non occupees et que la situation serait completement parfaite si I’indecision cessait, 
les autorites grecques pouvaient fonctionner, les attaques du dehors et I’espoir d’in- 
fluencer les decisions de la Conference n’encourageraient les Turcs de montrer un 
similaire [.tzV] d ’effervescence nationale, si au contraire les Turcs savaient que 
Farm^e d’occupation envoyee par la Conference respecterait leurs droits mais ne 
tolererait pas dans une situation passive des atteintes centre sa securite ou sa 
dignite. L’histoire de toutes les occupations faites dans le passe et de nos jours, 
beaucoup plus mouvementee et plus longue, est la pour prouver qu’aucune armee 
ne s’est jamais trouvee devant une pareille situation et n’a montre plus de sang- 
froid, d’abnegation et de discipline et il serait par consequent injuste de la rendre 
responsable de quelques faits isoles, comme on en voit meme en temps de paix 
et dans les pays les plus civilises. 

4. La Commission constate (n° 4) qu’un rassemblement de plusieurs milliers de 
Turcs a eu lieu la nuit avant Foccupation, mais croit que ce rassemblement n’avait 
pas pour objet d’organiser la resistance par la force du debarquement des Grecs. 
Elle constate aussi (n° 7) que plusieurs centaines de prisonniers de toute sorte se 
sont echappes des prisons quelques heures avant Foccupation, que les autorites 
turques n’ont pas pris des mesures efficaces pour prevenir ou empecher F evasion 
et que quelques-uns de ces prisonniers se sont procure des armes au depot d’armes 
voisin, enfin, que les coups de fusil tires par les Turcs (n° 6) furent des actes isoles. 

La Commission permettra que je ne puisse pas afiirmer avec la meme certitude 
que le but des rassemblements turcs etait tellement pacifique apres les proclama- 
tions enflammees dans les mosquees, dans la presse et dans les places publiques, 
apres la liberation et Farmement des prisonniers et de considerer qu’en realite peu 
importe, au point de vue des responsabilites, si les coups tires contre Farmee 
hellenique etaient le resultat d’une organisation ou Finitiative de quelques indi- 
vidus. L’armee hellenique au moment oii elle fut attaquee Sans s’y attendre 
marchant en colonnc par quatre et les armes non chargees ne pouvait pas faire 
cette distinction; elle devait, comme ferait toute autre armee, reprimer severement 
le mouvement, arreter les coupables et les suspects. 

Je dois en plus remarquer avec regret que pendant que les rassemblements turcs 
sont juges avec indulgence, la ceremonie religieuse et Fexpression d’un sentiment 



naturel de la population grecque sent jugees (n° 9) de nature a provoquer la colere 
des habitants turcs et a entrainer des actes de violence. Si on voulait tout de meme 
trouver la cause profonde de Pexcitation du fanatisme turc e’est beaucoup plus 
naturel de la chercher dans la presence meme de I’ennemi vainqueur, du chretien 
meprise; il est cependant difficile d’eviter cette excitation sans laisser sous le joug de 
Fennemi vaincu, les populations chretiennes qu’il a fait tant souffrir pendant cinq 
siecles et dont les sentiments sont au moins aussi dignes de menagement que ceux 
de I’oppresseur. 

Par tout oh apres la victoire les troupes alliees ont occupe un pays sous le joug 
jusqu’alors de Pennemi le peuple congenere les a accueillies avec une joie legitime. 

Si par prevoyance le Commandement grec devait agir avec plus de circonspection, 
j’ai ete le premier a le dire ouvertement dans mon rapport — ce n’est pas une 
raison pour attribuer Pattaque turque a Pexpression des sentiments de la popula- 
tion grecque quand il est incontestable que jusqu’ici au moment oh les premiers 
coups ont ete tires par les Turcs aucun acte hostile envers eux n’etait signale. 

Je dois aussi remarquer (n® 9) qu’il n’existaient pas des autorites grecques civiles 
et que les autorites militaires naturellement absorbees par le cote militaire pendant 
quelques heures — la repression de la resistance — ne pouvaient pas assurer imme- 
diatement Pordre dans une grande ville contenant des ^Idments divers et que la 
gendarmerie turque avait laissee sans aucune surveillance. 

Je rappelle aussi qu’ii ne s’agissait pas de quelques rares coups de fusil tir^s par 
les Turcs, mais d’une fusillade nourrie non seulement aux environs du Konak et des 
casernes mais tout le long du chemin que les premiers elements devaient parcourir 
pour aller k leur objectif, la crete de Carantina. 

5. La Commission .constate (n® 14) que le 15 mai et jours suivants les troupes "" 
grecques ont arr^te arbitrairement environ 2,500 personnes. Dans un pays oh 
I’arm^e d’occupation est attaquee, oh tout le monde est arme, je ne vois pas com- 
ment Pordre pouvait 6tre retabli sans que les autorites militaires precedent k des 
arrestations des coupables ou des suspects. La procMure pour Parrestation en 
temps ordinaire ne pourrait 6tre exigee dans des circonstances oh de fait existait 
Petat de guerre. Immediatement apres le retablissement de Pordre une Commis- 
sion dont le Moufti faisait partie a visite les prisonniers et en a libere le plus grand 
nombre. 

Si quelques actes de pillage ou de mauvais traitements ont ete signales envers ces 
prisonniers et, en general, dans la ville, pendant le premier jour, Pautorite militaire 
a ete la premiere a les reprimer. Elle le fit avec tant de severite, que Pordre etait 
presque completement retabli le lendemain. 

La Commission me permettra cependant de croire que nombre de crimes et 
notamment de viols n’ont eu lieu que dans Pimagination de ceux qui les ont 
denonces. Pendant mon sejour a Smyrne, plusieurs plaintes a ce sujet etaient 
reconnues, apres une enqudte minutieuse, comme provenant de femmes d’une 
moralite douteuse. Je ne comprends pas d’ailleurs comment ces actes dont se 
plaignent facilement les Turcs, ne sont pas immediatement denonces aux autorites 
grecques, qui ont sevi avec une extreme severite dans les rares cas oh la culpabilite 
etait prouvee, et je regrette de ne pas ajouter foi aux dires des temoins qui 
savaient qu’ils ne seraient pas contredits, ces accusations ayant ete faites en secret. 

6. Quant au nombre des victimes turques a Smyrne (n® 16), a Aidin ou ailieurs, 
le champ etait libre aux evaluations les plus fantastiques, d’autant plus que bon 
nombre des habitants turcs ayant fui de la zone occupee pouvaient facilement 6tre 
cites parmi les disparus comme victimes des Grecs. 



7. Quant a I’excitation creee dans le vilayet d’Aidin (n® 23), je me permets de 
croire qu’elle serait vite calmee, si les populations turques se rendaient compte 
qu’une decision feme de la Conference fixat definitivement le sort du pays. La 
preuve est que, pendant presque un mois, Poccupation de toute la region actuelle- 
ment occupee : Magnesie^ Eudemich, Aidin et meme Nazili a ete effectuee, comme 
la Commission le reconnait, dans des conditions satisfaisantes. J’ajoute meme que 
150 zeibek qui etaient jusque la hors la loi sur la montagne se presenterent aux 
autorites militaires grecques promettant de vivre tranquillement et ils ont ete 
laisses libres; que dans presque toutes les villes occupees, la population musulmane a 
tres bien accueilli les troupes helleniques. Je suis done completement d’accord avec 
la Commission de [?que] Fincertitude qui regne au sujet des limites du territoire 
a occuper par les forces grecques a contribue a creer et a augmenter Fexcitation, 
en ajoutant que cette incertitude continue deja pendant cinq mois et je suis meme 
convaincu que toute Fagitation turque serait comme par miracle dissipee, le jour 
oil ils se verraient places dans une decision definitive de la Conference, ou ils ne 
pourraient plus esperer que cette agitation pourrait influencer cette decision, ou 
ils sauraient que Farmee hellenique aurait les mains libres pour defendre la region 
qui lui aurait ete confiee. La fausse situation dans laquelle se trouva et se trouve 
encore placee Farmee hellenique est pour moi la cause principale sinon unique de 
Feffervescence turque. D’ailleurs, malgre toutes les plaintes qu’ils ont pu pre- 
senter, nous avons des preuves suffisantes que les habitants turcs, qui ont quitte au 
debut leur pays, ne demandent qu’a y rentrer, convaincus qu’ils pourront vivre 
tranquillement, mais ils en sont empeches par les bandes ; plusieurs de ces Turcs 
trompant la vigilance des bandes sont rentres notamment dans les regions de 

- Pergame et de Magnesie. 

La Commission attribue (numero 23) en partie Fexcitation dans le pays aux per- 
quisitions faites pour la recherche des armes. Ces perquisitions seraient la mesure 
la plus legitime et la plus logique que prendrait une armee d’occupation dans un 
pays oil les populations turques etaient armees et presque tous les magasins d’arnies 
pilles. Cependant, sauf de cas isoles oil Fautorite militaire se vit obligee d’entrer 
dans des maisons d’oii des coups de feu etaient tires oil elle etait convaincue que 
des armes etaient cachees, le Commandement et le Haut Gommissaire ont tene- 
ment insiste pour que ces perquisitions ne soient pas faites que toute la population 
tur que notamment a Aidin se trouva arm6e et le Colonel Skinas accuse devant la 
cour martiale de ne pas avoir pris des mesures pour prevenir les tristes evenements 
de cette ville, se defendit en alleguant les ordres formels qu’il avait de ne pas per- 
quisitionner dans les maisons turques. Les Turcs savaient bien cette defense et 
e’est pourquoi toutes les proclamations des autorites militaires pour que les habi- 
tants rendent les armes sont restees sans aucun resuitat, et aujourd’hui encore nous 
sommes siirs que toute la population turque est armee. 

Je prie done respectueusement la Commission, quand elle constate que des civiis 
grecs, qui ont vecu pendant cinq ans dans la terreur, etaient porteurs d’armes, de 
vouloir bien admettre au moins que les populations turques etaient au moins aussi 
bien armees, d’autant plus que presque tous les magasins d’armes se sont trouves 
pilles malgre les clauses de F armistice, ' 

8. La Commission veut bien reconnaitre que Faccusation portee par les Turcs 
centre la Groix-Rouge hellenique au sujet d’armes contenues dans ses caisses ne 
doit pas etre retenue. Elle constate cependant que des caisses ont ete debarquees au 
mois de fevrier et que quelques t^moins tilrcs aflfirment qu’elles contenaient des 
armes. II n’y a rien de plus facile que de denoncer sans aucune preuve. La Croix- 



Rouge hellenique n’avait aucune obligation de presenter ses caisses de materiel au 
controle des autorites turques; si elle I’a spontanement fait, c’etait pour couper 
court aux diffamations de la presse turque. J’ai deja explique a la Commission que 
ces caisses renfcrmaient des habits pour les refugies et que ces caisses ont ete 
montrees dans I’Hopital par le Directeur a des fonctionnaires turcs et meme au 
Procureur general ; je note en passant que ces fonctionnaires ainsi que la population 
turque affluait dans cet hopital pour etre soignes et prendre des medicaments, que 
le Vali lui-meme y est alie le jour de Paques. Les grands services qui ont ete 
rendus par cette institution a toutes les populations, sans distinction de race ou de 
religion, prouves par les statistiques qui vous ont ete soumises, pas seulement a 
Smyrne mais dans tout le pays ont ete payes par les Turcs par cette calomnie ainsi 
que par le meurtre du medecin Manolas, Directeur de la Groix-Rouge a Makri, 
Dans ces conditions je prierais la Commission de juger s’il est juste de retenir meme 
incidemment une accusation non prouvee. 

9. La Commission constate (n° 29) qu’a Nazili apres le retrait du bataillon grec 
les Turcs ont massacre des families grecques et pille les maisons et elle attribue ces 
actes a la desorganisation et au manque de temps de la part des autorites turques, 

II m’est permis de croire apres Texperience de Pergame, ou le Kaimakam et les 
officiers turcs ont preside aux massacres, d’Aidin, ou le Commandant de la Division 
6tait dans la ville quand les massacres en masse ont ete executes, qu’il n’existe en 
realite aucune distinction entre autorites turques et irr^guliers. II est curieux d’ail- 
leurs que les memoires turcs publics dans la presse avouent que les brigands etaient 
les maitres de la situation de Nazili. 

Je prierai la Commission de vouloir bien constater aussi que non seulement dans 
la ville de Nazili ont eut lieu ces massacres mais aussi dans les villages environnants ; " 
^ Aktche 47 Grecs ont 6 t 6 tues et le pretre brule vif, a Kiosk 47 tues dont un medecin 
et le prdtre, dont ils ont precedemment coupe le nez, les oreilles et creve les yeux, 
k Soultan Hissar 3 tu6s et 7 blesses, a Omourlou plus de 90 Grecs ont ete tues, 

70 cadavres ont ^te retrouves apres la reoccupation. 

10. En relatant les ev^nements d’Aidin la Commission admet (n° 32 page 6) 

qu’un grand nombre de Turcs, hommes, femmes, enfants qui essayaient de sortir 
du quartier en flammes ont ete tues sans raison par les soldats grecs qui evacuerent 
la ville dans la nuit du 29 au 30 apres avoir commis de nombreux attentats et de 
crimes. ’ 

Je ne peux qu’exprimer ma surprise pour une telle affirmation: j’ai etudie les 
nombreuses enquetes qui ont eu lieu sur ces evenements et oh des Musulmans, 
Armeniens, etc., avaient depose, j’ai moi-meme avec insistance recherche en inter- 
rogeant tous les militaii’es et civils presents si en verite de tels actes avaient ete 
commis. La conclusion que j’ai tiree de toute cette etude est que les Turcs, irre- 
guliers ou habitants de la ville, tiraient conti'e I’armee, que I’armee ripostait et que 
naturellement il y a eu des victimes des deux cotes pendant ce combat qui a dure 
presque deux jours. Je suis done en droit de ne pas ajouter foi aux depositions des 
temoins qui ont presente les evenements sous cet aspect. Je me demande aussi 
comment on pourrait evaluer le nombre des victimes turcs vu que presque toute 
la population turque a suivi, consciente de sa complicite, les irreguiiers avant la 
I’eoccupation de la ville. 

Je ne peux pas aussi admettre que les survivants grecs furent au Konak sous la 
protection du Colonel Gheffik bey, commandant la 57® division ottomane. Je crois 
au contraire que cet officier, qui est entre k Aidin avec les bandes, est aussi re- 
sponsabie des cruautes commises d’autant plus qu’il est avere que plusieurs des 


notables grecs ont ete emmenes du Konak et executes sans que la protection de cet 
officier superieur se fit sentir. 

Si Ton veut chercher la cause profonde du malheur d’A'idin on la trouvera dans 
Fetroitesse d’esprit avec laquelle le commandement a execute les ordres qu’il avait 
de ne pas depasser au sud la ville, qu’il a interpretes comme lui interdisant meme 
les mesures les plus elementaires de la securite de sa troupe et de ne pas proceder au 
desarmement, ce qui a permis aux habitants turcs d’attaquer la troupe de concert 
avec les irreguliers. Si Fexecution en a ete malheureuse, ces ordres, montrant la 
loyaute du commandement hellene et le profit que les ennemis en ont tire, sont 
dignes d’attirer Fattention de la Commission. 

11. La Commission constate (n® 40) que Foccupation du Vilayet d’Ai'din par les 
forces grecques a cause de grandes pertes materielles. Elle me permettra d’estimer 
cpe ces pertes, dont d’ailleurs les Grecs, surtout d’Aidin, ont eu la plus large part, 
sont dues non a Foccupation grecque qui n’a occasionne pendant un mois presque 
aucune perte materielle, mais aux irreguliers turcs qui a Pergamos, a Nazili, a 
Aidin, ont ete les agresseurs. 

12. La Commission considere (n°® 42 et 43) comme non exacte Faffirmation 
des temoins grecs sur les coups de feu diriges par les Turcs de Menemen centre les 
soldats grecs et qui ont provoque les troubles dans cette ville. Cependant Fenqu^te 
qui a ete faite le lendemain des evenements par le juge militaire M. Papageorges et 
Fancien prefet de Drama musulman M. Naib Zade bey, celle faite par le capitaine 
Apostolakis et les depositions de plus de vingt temoins que j’ai personnellement 
examines sont unanimes et concordantes a ce sujet et specialement sur le meurtre 
d’un caporal grec, sur les coups de feu tires de la maison Hassan Azap et du Konak 
ainsi que sur le nombre des victimes ^valuees a 40. 

Je ne suis pas en etat de savoir les raisons pour lesquelles la Commission s’est 
arr6t6e a cette conclusion et qui ont pese sur Fimportance et la veracite des temoins 
entendus et ne peux par consequent que constater cette difference, qui peut-^tre 
n’existerait pas si la procedure etait celle qui avait ete des le debut proposee par le 
Gouvernement hellenique. 

13. La Commission constate (n° 44) que Foccupation de la zone de Magnesie 
s’est faite sans difficulte et que plus tard les rapports entre la population turque et 
les troupes grecques sont devenus moins bons a la suite de mauvais traitements, 
perquisitions, etc. 

Je regrette d’etre oblige de protester centre F accusation jetee toujours exclusive- 
ment sur Farmee d’occupation a la suite des plaintes des Turcs. J’ai, des le debut, 
soumis a la Commission une longue liste qui contenait alors 1 1 5 Grecs victimes des 
bandes turques dans la region de Magnesie; dans le meme rapport etaient relates 
les massacres en masse des Grecs a Yorktehekioi, Papazli, Yakakioi, etc. 

Je prierais done la Commission, une fois qu’elle a juge bon de relater les plaintes 
des Turcs, de vouloir bien enregistrer aussi dans son rapport les massacres des Grecs 
de cette region, dont la vie vaut bien les quelques degats mentionnes, sans quoi 
la lecture de Fexpose donnerait une impression qui ne correspond pas a la realite. 

Je ne sais pas si la Commission a eu connaissance, pendant sa visite a Magnesie, 
que plusieurs habitants turcs, se soustrayant a la defense des^bandes, rentrent 
dans ieur pays. G’est un fait qui prouve plus que toute deposition ou plainte, pre- 
paree dans un but politique, quelle est la confiance de la population musuimane 
a injustice et a Fordre regnant dans la zone occupee en contraste avec Fanarchie 
et la pression des bandes dans la zone non pccupee. 

14. La Commission emet une appreciation a propos des sentiments d’une moitie 
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de la population grecque d’Aivali (n° 45 p. 4) qui m’a forternent surpris. Je ne 
comprends pas comment la Commission peut pretendre qu’elle a connu les senti- 
ments de la population grecque d’Aivali, puisque dans les quelques heures qu’elle 
est restee la, elle n’a pas eu le temps d’entendre un seul des nombreux habitants qui 
attendaient d’etre appeles et dont je lui avais soumis la liste, excepte les autorites 
militaires et religieuses. Meme dans le cas oii une personne quelconque lui aurait 
fourni cette appreciation, je crois qu’elle ne devait pas figurer comme une consta- 
tation categorique de la Commission elle-meme, si elle n’etait pas confirmee par 
une consultation populaire beaucoup plus generale et plus approfondie. 

Si la Commission pensait un seul instant aux souffrances seculaires de la race 
grecque en Asie mineure, a la gueri'e d’extermination qu’elle a subie pendant les 
cinq dernieres annees et qui loin d’affaiblir ont au contraire rafFermi son sentiment 
national, elle se serait surement gardee d’emettre cette appreciation qui est de 
nature a blesser profondement le sentiment national du peuple hellene et contre 
laquelle je proteste de la fa^on la plus ferme et la plus categorique. 

Les refugies turcs qui ont quitte les territoires occupes par les Grecs (n° 46) 
sont retenus loin de leur domicile par les irreguliers ou plutot par Forganisation 
turque qui — ce n’est un secret pour personne — se confond avec le Gouvernement 
turc. Le but politique en est evident: influencer, pendant cette periode d’indecision 
et d’attente, la Conference sur le sort politique de cette partie de FEmpire ottoman. 

Le fait que, notamment dans les regions de Pergame et de Magnesie, plusieurs 
Turcs sont rentres prouve la confiance que I’Administration grecque a su leur 
inspirer, malgre les entraves multiples contre lesquelles elle a a lutter: presence des 
autorites turques qui regoivent leur mot d’ordre du Gouvernement ottoman, im- 
puissance d’agir librement dans les differentes branches de Fadministration , 
imposee par la situation hybride du pays, preoccupation continue pour la securite 
de la zone menacee par les bandes du dehors, etc. J’ai la ferme conviction basee 
sur Fexamen attentif de Fhistoire recente dans le proche Orient et sur Fetude 
approfondie du caractere du peuple turc que nous sommes en etat de connaitre 
mieux que tout autre, ayant vecu pendant des siecles a cote de lui, que si le peuple 
voyait que telle ou telle etait la decision de la Conference, il resterait ou il rentrerait 
dans ses foyers heureux, sauf quelques agitateurs ou exploiteurs de profession, de 
pouvoir enfin vivre en paix et echapper a une administration aussi nefaste, op- 
pressive, arrieree, indifferente pour les Turcs que pour les Chretiens. 

1 6 \sic ] . Au sujet du transport de Grecs dans la province de Smyrna, signale par la 
plainte du Cheik-ul-Islam (n® 47), je declare que je n’ai pas eu connaissance de ce 
document pour savoir exactement sur quels faits est basee cette plainte. Je precise 
cependant qu’il ne s’agit pas de ‘transport de Grecs’, mais du rapatrieraent des 
Grecs originaires de FAsie Mineure expulses par les Turcs d6s 1914. 

Ce rapatriement, si logique et si legitime, devait naturellement preoccuper ie 
Gouvernement hellenique qui, pendant des annees, a depense des sommes conside- 
rables pour leur entretien. 

J’ai fourni a la Commission la correspondance echangee a ce sujet entre le Com- 
missariat hellenique de Smyrne, des son installation, et les autorites du Royaume, 
d’oii il resulte que des ordres severes ont ete donnas et executes pour emp^cher ce 
rapatriement. 

Personneilement, je trouve que cette mesure inspiree par le desir de ne pas creer 
des difficultes, vu que les proprietes des Grecs expulses etaient saisies et occupees 
par des Turcs, et de ne pas creer des froissements entre les deux elements a ete m^me 
trop severe. Au point de vue de Injustice absolue, je me demande iequel a plus de 
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droits, le proprietaire expulse et desirant reintegrer son foyer ou celui qui I’occupe 
arbitrairement et quel serait le jugement d’un tribunal dans un pareil cas; au point 
de vue politique elle n’a pas ete appreciee puisque non seulement les Turcs basent 
des plaintes meme a ce sujet, mais ils en profitent encore pour pretendre et vouloir 
persuader le monde entier qu’ils ont la superiorite numerique dans la region, et ils 
sont peut-etre crus par ceux qui, traversant le pays, voient des villages grecs, dont 
les habitants sont encore en exil ou ont peri dans Finterieur de TAsie Mineure, 
habites par des Turcs. 

17. Je voudrais prier la Commission de vouloir bien, a cote des faits etablis 
contenus dans son expose, relater aussi les nombreux meurtres commis par les 
Turcs centre la population grecque non seulement dans les endroits oil elle a pre- 
cede a son enquete, mais aussi dans des regions oil Tarmee hellenique n’a jamais 
mis le pied et oii, par consequent, les responsabilites ne peuvent pas etre brouillees : 
47 a Philadelfia et regions voisines, i lo-i 15 au sud du Meandre, 14 a Makri, etc., 
qui sont contenus avec les noms et les dates dans les documents que j’ai eu I’lionneur 
de soumettre des le premier jour a la Commission. 

Je me permets de resumer: 

1° L’occupation militaire etait imposee pour retablir I’ordre, sauver ce qui 
restait des populations chretiennes persecutees, exilees, massacrees pendant cinq 
ans et pour pr^venir une nouvelle explosion de fanatisme turc. 

2° Que tous les evenements qui ont eu des consequences regrettables ont eu lieu 
apr^s une attaque des Turcs centre I’armee hellene; 

3° Que les autorites helleniques non seulement ont agi partout promptement 
pour retablir I’ordre, mais m^me j’ose dire ont montre et montrent une faveur pour 
la population musulmane ; 

4° Que meme les fautes de prevision du Commandement grec a Smyrne peuvent 
jusqu’i un certain point ^tre expliquees si Ton pense que personne, ni le repr6- 
sentant de la Grece ni ceux de I’Entente a Smyrne, ne s’attendaient pas k I’attaque 
de la part des Turcs et n’ont pris aucune mesure efficace pour eloigner les troupes 
turques et empdeher les rassemblements et la circulation du peuple; 

5° Un ordre parfait r^gne dans la zone occupee par I’armee hellenique, une 
anarchic complete en dehors de cette zone. 

Colonel Alexandre Mazarakis, 
Delegue du Gouvernement hellenique, 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le II octobre IQig. 

Documents 

II. Etablissement des Respomabilites 

CONSTANTINOPLE, le II octobre igig. 

N° I. — L’enquete a prouve que depuis Parniistice, la situation generale des 
Chretiens dans le Vilayet d’A'idin etait satisfaisante. Leur securite n’etait pas 
menacee. 

Si I’ordre d’occupation de Smyrne a ete donne par la Conference de la Paix a la 
suite de renseignements inexacts, la responsabilite premiere des evenements in- 
combe aux individualites ou aux Gouvernements qui ont etabli ou transmis sans 
les verifier des renseignements de ce genre tels que ceux dont il est parle-au n“ i des 
points etablis. (Le General representant italien renouvelie a ce sujet les reserves 
qui sont inserees au proces-verbal de la 37® s^ance.)^'^ 
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N° 2. — La cause initiale des evenements doit etre recherchee dans les haines de 
religion. Les Grecs n’ont rien fait pour en empecher les manifestations. Leur occu- 
pationj loin de se presenter comme I’execution d’une mission civilisatrice, a pris 
immediatement Taspect d’une conquete et d’une croisade. 

N° 3. — La responsabilite des faits qui se sont pass& a Smyrne les 15 et 16 mai, 
ainsi que dans les environs immediats de la ville au cours des premieres journees qui 
ont suivi ce debarquement, incombe au Gommandement militaire superieur grec 
ainsi qu’a certains officiers qui ont manque a leur devoir. 

Le Gouvernement grec a reconnu cette responsabilite par les sanctions qu’il a 
prises. 

Une part de responsabilite incombe toutefois aux autorites turques de Smyrne 
qui n’ont pris aucune mesure pour empecher I’evasion et I’armement des prison- 
niers de droit commun avant I’arrivee des Grecs. 

N® 4. — Dans la personne de la Haute Autorite civile qui le represente a Smyrne, 
le Gouvernement hellenique est responsable des troubles graves qui ont ensanglante 
la zone interieure du pays pendant I’avance des troupes grecques parce que : 

a) L’autorite susvisee ne s’est pas conformee aux instructions du Gonseil supreme 
donn6es par le telegramme du 7/20 mai de M. Veniselos. Sans avoir demande 
aucune autorisation au repx'esentant de I’Entente elle a permis au Gommandement 
militaire de donner le 10/23 mai I’ordre d’envoyer des troupes a Aidin-Magnesie 
et Kassaba en dehors des limites du Sandjak de Smyrne. 

b) La meme autorite a volontairement laisse les populations dans I’ignorance de 
I’dtendue de I’occupation. Elle a ainsi contribue a augmenter la surexcitation des 
habitants musulmans et par suite les desordres. 

N° 5. — La responsabilite des autorites superieures grecques est engagee par le 
fait qu’elles ont permis la circulation de civils arm& dans le pays. 

Pour quelques-unes de leurs operations militaires ou de police, elles ont meme 
tolere I’emploi de ces civils armes en meme temps que celui des troupes r6guli6res, 

N® 6. — La cause premiere des troubles qui se sont produits dans la vallee du 
M^andre resulte de I’occupation meme, faite sans justification. 

Les fails regrettables qui ont accompagne la marche et I’etablissement des 
troupes grecques, sont la consequence de I’etat de guerre dans lequel s’est trouve 
le pays des que ces troupes ont avance. 

Les haines qui existent depuis des siecles entre Turcs et Grecs en ont incontesta- 
blement augmente la frequence et la sauvagerie. 

Les Grecs ne sauraient, en toute justice, en etre rendus seuls responsables. 

Les memes considerations s’appliquent aux evenements qui se sont deroules dans 
les regions de Pergame et aux environs de Magnesie et d’Eudemich. 

N° 7. Les Grecs sont au contraire seuls responsables du massacre de Menemen. 
Ge massacre n’a pas ete prepare. Mais le Gommandement grec connaissant I’^tat 
de surexcitation de ses troupes a la suite de I’affaire de Pergame aurait du et pu 
prendre des dispositions pour remettre en mains des troupes auxquelles I’enerve- 
ment, la fatigue et la peur ont fait commettre, sans aucune provocation, un veri- 
table massacre de civils turcs sans defense. 

Les officiers grpcs presents a Menemen ont completement manque a leurs devoirs. 

N° 8. — Bien cjiue la situation actuelle soil meilleure, le calme n’est pas encore 
retabli dans le Vilayet d’Aidin. 

Presque .toutes les transactions commerciales avec I’interieur de 1 ’ Anatolic sont 
arr^tees., . 

Gelte situation est incontestablement le resultat de I’occupation et de I’etat de 


guerre qui persiste entre ies iiTeguliers turcs et les troupes grecques, bien que celles-ci 
n’etendent plus leur zone d’occupation. 

Les chefs du mouvement national turc, qui agissent de concert avec d’anciens 
chefs de bandes de brigands, n’ont pas toujours une autorite suffisante sur leurs 
forces pour les empecher de se livrer quelquefois a des incursions. II en resulte 
qu’une part de responsabilite leur incombe en ce qui concerne la situation actuelle 
du pays. 

Derriere leur responsabilite apparait celle du Gouvernernent turc qui, jusqu’a ce 
jour, n’avait aucune autorite sur les chefs du mouvement national, 

Les Membres de la Commission: 

Mark Bristol, Bunoust, A, Dall’Olio, R. H. Hare. 


Document 7 
Trente-sepiieme seance 

Le 2 octobre igig. 

Le General Dall’Olio fait la communication suivante: 

La Commission d’enquete doit examiner les faits qui ont accompagne et suivi 
i’occupation des troupes grecques dans ies regions de Smyrne, Aidin et Aivali, 
indiques en particulier dans la protestation adressee a la Conference de Paris par le 
Gheik-ul-Islam.^^ Par consequent, et puisque ces instructions sont renforcees par 
la prescription que la periode a examiner est compiise entre I’occupation hell6nique 
et le 26 ou 29 juillet, je ne suis pas d’avis qu’on doit parler des raisons qui ont 
motive le debarquement et Poccupation des forts. Cette question n’est pas du 
ressort de la Commission d’enquete, mais de la Conference, et par consequent, je 
crois de mon devoir de maintenir mon point de vue, et je prie vivement mes 
collegues de bien vouloir reconnaitre les raisons presentees par moi a ce sujet. 

En tout cas, je prie que cette declaration qui a un caractere general de reserve, 
soit inscrite dans le proces-verbal. 


Document 8 

III. Conclusions presentees par la Commission 

CONSTANTINOPLE, U 13 octobre igig. 

I. — La situation creee_a Smyrne et dans le Vilayet d’A'idin par I’occupation 
hellenique est fausse parce que : 

a) L’occupation, qui n’avait en principe pour but que le maintien de I’ordre, 
presente en realite toutes Ies formes d’une annexion. 

Le iTaut Commissaire grec exerce seul une autorite efficace. 

Les autorites turques qui sont restees en function n’ont plus aucun pouvoir reel. 
Elies ne regoivent plus d’ordre de Constantinople et par suite de la disparition 
presque complete de la police et de la gendarmerie turques elfes n’ont plus les 
moyens necessaires a I’execution de leurs decisions; 

b) L’occupation impose a la Grece des sacrifices militaires considerables hors de 
proportions avec la mission a remplir si cette mission est temporaire et ne doit avoir 
pour but que le maintien de I’ordre; 
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c) Elle est incompatible, dans sa forme actuelle, avec le retour de I’ordre et de la 
tranquillite dont les populations, menacees par la famine, ont grand besoin. 

II. — La Commission estime: 

a) Qiie si Foccupation miiitaire du pays ne doit avoir pour but que le maintien 
de la securit6 et de Fordre public, cette occupation ne doit pas etre confiee aux 
troupes grecques, mais aux troupes alliees, sous Fautorite du Gommandement 
superieur allie en Asie-Mineure; 

b) Que Foccupation par les Grecs seuls ne doit etre maintenue que si la Confe- 
rence de la Paix est resolue a prononcer Fannexion complete et definitive du pays 
a la Grece. 

Dans ce cas la liberte d’action devra etre laissee au Gommandement grec vis-a-vis 
des forces turques; 

c) Qpe Fannexion pure et simple envisagee ci-dessus serait contraire au principe 
proclamant le respect des nationalites, car dans la region occupee, en dehors de la 
ville meme de Smyrne et d’Aivali, la prMominance de Felement turc sur Felement 
grec est incontestable. 

II est du devoir de la Commission de faire remarquer que le sentiment national 
turc, qui a deja manifeste sa resistance, n’acceptera pas cette annexion. II ne cedera 
qu’a la force, c’est-a-dire devant une expedition miiitaire que la Gr^ce seule ne 
pourrait conduire avec quelque chance de succes. 

III. — Dans ces conditions, la Commission propose les mesures suivantes : 

a) Faire relever le plus tot possible tout ou partie [sic] des troupes grecques par 

des troupes alliees beaucoup moins nombreuses. " 

b) Si, pour sauvegarder Famour-propre grec, il est -decide qu’une partie des 
troupes grecques coopereront a Foccupation, repartir ces troupes k Finterieur de la 
region occupee pour leur eviter tout contact direct avec les forces nationales 
turques. 

c) D^s que Foccupation par les Allies sera r^alisee, exiger du Gouvernement turc 
la reorganisation de la gendarmerie sous la direction et le commandement d’officiers 
interallies. 

Cette gendarmerie devra €tre mise le plus tot possible en etat d’assurer Fordre 
dans toute la region et de remplacer dans ce but les ddtachements allies. 

d) En meme temps que la reorganisation de la gendarmerie, le Gouvernement 
turc devra restaurer Fadministration civile. 

IV. — Les chefs du mouvement national ay ant afiirme a plusieurs reprises que 
leur opposition n’est dirigee que centre les Grecs, les mesures proposees doivent 
leur enlever tout motif de resistance armee et rendre au Gouvernement central de 
Constantinople Fautorite qu’ii n’a plus. 

Rien ne devra plus empecher le licencieraent des troupes irregulieres. 

Dans le cas contraire, FEntente saura enfin le cas qu’elle doit faire des protesta- 
tions de loyalisme faites par les Turcs, soit par les chefs du mouvement national, 
soit par les membres du Gouvernement. 

Les membres de la Commission: 

L’Amiral Bristol, ' Le General Bunoust, 

Delegue des Etats-Unis d^Amerique. DeUgue de la France. 

Le General Hare, Le General Dall'Olio, 

Delegue de la Grande-Bretagne. DeUgue de Vltalie. 



No. 18 


H. D. 88.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Monday, 

November lo, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A,: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A, Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. 
G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Bliss, Colonel Embick, Mr. W. H, Buckler, Dr. I. Bow- 
man. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Colonel Kisch, Mr. Tufton, 
Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. A. Deeper, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 

France: M. Gambon, M, Laroche, General Le Rond, General Bunoust, 
M. Fromageot, M. Escofher, M. de Percin. 

Italy: Commandant Mazzolini, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Galli, M. 
Stranieri, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I . M. DE Martino asked if he might deliver a message from M. Tittoni 

who wished to express his great regret at not being able to 
Italian suggestion rela- be present at that meeting; he was obliged to leave on the 
live to the prolongation following day and was still ill in bed. He had particu- 
or postponement of the i i i i i i i i i 

work of the Supreme ^^ped to be able to come to that meeting to bid 

Council farewell to his colleagues. At the same time he had asked 

M. de Martino to submit to the Council a consideration 
which had occurred to him with respect to its work. The Supreme Council 
had organized a Committee for the execution of the Treaty and that Com- 
mittee, called the Committee of Ambassadors, although other than Ambas- 
sadors might sit upon it, was to be entrusted with everything concerning the 
execution of the treaties;^ the Supreme Council, on the other hand was en- 
trusted with all work preparatory to the same treaties. In order to facilitate 
this division of labour and inasmuch as the large questions were at the moment 
not ready for settlement — such as the Treaty with Hungary, the cpiestion of 
the former Ottoman Empire and the Adriatic question — M. Tittoni wished 
to ask die Council to consider the possibility of adjourning, after the signature 
of the Bulgarian Treaty, until one of those questions should be ready for 
settlement. In the meanwhile all remaining unfinished work relative to the 
execution of the treaties could be entrusted to the Committee of Ambassadors. 

M. Clemengeau replied that this question could not be raised without 
^ See Vol. I, No. 21, minute I. 
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the consent of the Govei’iiments concerned. Of course three cj[uestions were 
raised by this suggestion : he thought that the Hungarian question would be 
satisfactorily settled. The question of Turkey was a difficult one, but he was 
willing, and thought it necessary, to take it up, and he felt that the British 
and American Governments would agree with his views. The question of 
the Adriatic was a most delicate one but it must be admitted that the Council 
was not at fault. The responsibility lay entirely with Italy. The Italian 
Government had been incapable of executing the orders given by the Council. 
The Council had formally decided that only one Italian battalion should 
remain at Fiume,^ but this order had been flagrantly violated in such a 
manner that it seemed clear that the Italian Government had no control 
over its army and navy. The command at Fiume had passed to D’Annunzio. 
He was not hostile to Italy but he was obliged to point out that the Italian 
Government had not been able to make its orders respected. He had sup- 
ported the Italian point of view in a long telegram that he had sent to 
President Wilson, but he was very much embarrassed as to what he should 
further say, since he had received a courteous but emphatic reply from 
President Wilson to the effect that it was useless to make agreements with 
a Government which assumed obligations that it could not fulfil. French 
soldiers had been killed at Fiume and the French Government had taken no 
action; but such a situation could not be prolonged indefinitely. 

M. DE Martino wished to be allowed to remark that a Government existed 
in Italy as well as in any other country. As to the point of being obeyed or 
not by the army at Fiume, it was in agreement with the Allied Governments 
that Italy abstained from attacking Fiume. If Italy was confronted with 
difficulties, of which the Council was well aware, that did not mean that the 
Italian Government had not taken up the question of Fiume with the very 
best intentions of settling it properly. The Italian Government had shown 
a spirit of conciliation which he thought M. Clemenceau would appreciate. 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that nevertheless the fact remained that the 
Italian Government was not obeyed by its Navy. The greatest spirit of good 
will had been shown. For this reason no action had been taken as a result of 
the incidents at Fiume, but that situation must be put an end to. The post- 
ponement of the work of the Council could not be agreed to as long as that 
would result in the consolidation of the existing situation at Fiume. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed with M. Clemenceau, but felt that the points at 
issue with Germany and the Bulgarian question must first be settled before 
there could be any thought of postponement. He thought that these questions 
might be settled before the end of the month, by which time he hoped that all 
other questions, except the Turkish one, would also be out of the way. He 
therefore felt that there was no great difficulty in practice; the object aimed at 
by M. de Martino could be met without necessarily adopting his plea for an 
adjournment of the Conference now. 

Mr. Polk also agreed with M. Clemenceau and observed that there were 
two or three questions which had to be settled before an adjournment could 
d See VoL I, No, 42, minute i and appendix A, and No. 43, minute a. 
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be thought of. He was of the opinion that those questions could be settled 
before December ist. He also felt that it would not be fair to turn such 
questions over to the Committee of Ambassadors, which was only supposed 
to coordinate questions relating to the interpretation and execution of the 
Treaties. 

M. Glemengeau appreciated the troubles the Italian Government had 
had to encounter. However, that Government must settle the question of 
Fiume and get its army and navy under control. 

M. DE Martino repeated that the Italian Government had the army and 
navy under control and was obeyed by them. If it had not wished to take 
military action against Fiume, it was because the Allied and Associated 
Powers had likewise not wished it. They had not wished to attack Fiume and 
a fortiori Italy had not wished to either. The situation there did not prevent 
his declaring that there was a Government in Italy and that the army and 
navy were under control of the Italian Government. 

M. Glemengeau declared that he must formally state that M. Tittoni had 
said, not once but many times, that the Italian Government could not take 
Fiume because the army and navy would not obey the Government. He 
thought M. Tittoni could not contest this, and he wished this to be formally 
put on record. The fact that the Italian Government had to contend with 
a very delicate question was no reason for attempting to place the respon- 
sibility on the other Allied and Associated Powers, who clearly could not be 
burdened therewith. 

M. DE Martino said that such was not his intention, and that the sole 
question raised was one of expediting the work of the Council. M. Tittoni, 
who had to leave for Italy on account of the political situation, had hoped to 
return to take up the discussion of the important questions alluded to. 

M. Glemengeau observed that such a solution would greatly embarrass 
him in any reply to President Wilson.3 

M. DE Martino said that he had transmitted the suggestion, but that if it 
were going to occasion great inconveniences he did not wish to insist upon it. 
(It was decided : 

to take no action on the Italian suggestion relative to the prolongation 
or postponement of the work of the Supreme Council.) 

2. (The Council had before it a note from the President of the German 
Delegation dated November 7th, 1919 relative to municipal 
elections in Upper Silesia (see Appendix A).) 

Upper Silesia Glemengeau pointed out that the proposed action of 

the German Government was in utter defiance of the de- 
cisions of the vSupreme Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that strictly speaking the Council could not prevent 
such action on the part of the German Government before the Treaty came 
into force, but it could say that it had already warned that Government that 
such elections wuuid not be recognized. 

3 For negotiations at that time concerning the question of the Adriatic see Vol, IV in this 
series. . , 
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M. Glemenceau agreed. 

Mr. Polk also agreed. He presumed that the Council was sure of its legal 
ground when sending such an answer. 

It was decided: 

that the Allied and Associated Powers should again inform the German 
Government that the municipal elections proposed to be held by it in 
Upper Silesia, prior to the coming into force of the Treaty, would not be 
recognized as valid. 

3v 

Mote f,,m Ike Swiss [Not printed]- 

Legation relative to 
insertion in Treaties 
still to be drafted and 
signed of clauses rela- 
tive to Swiss neutrality 

4. Mr. Polk informed the Council that he had just received a telegram 
from Admiral Bristol to the effect that fighting between Greeks 
ituahon in Turks had taken place near Soma because the Greeks had not 

Ot)iyT7l(l 

obeyed the orders of General Milne not to advance the lihe of 
occupation until the 15th of November and to wait until thfe Turkish army 
obeyed the orders given it to retire on November 12th, and that the Greeks 
had acted on the orders of their own Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if this point had not already been raised by 
M. Venizelos at the preceding meeting of the Council. 

M. Glemenceau thought it had not. 

General Bunoust was sure that it had not. The point Sir Eyre Crowe had 
in mind was the incident at Nazilli. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that M. Venizelos should be asked to explain the 
incident referred to in the telegram read by Mr. Polk. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that the information contained in the telegram 
be sent to M. Venizelos and that he be asked for explanations. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the report of the Inter-Allied Commis- 
sion of Investigation at Smyrna dealt with two questions. The Commission 
had been appointed to investigate the complaints made by the Sheik-ul- 
Islam. The Council might unwittingly have given the Commission too large 
a mandate but it had never contemplated that the Commission should go so 
far as to advise it whether or not there should have been a Greek occupation. 
He proposed to separate the report into its two component parts. The 
question raised by the second part of the report had already been presented 

The Supreme Council ‘decided to act favourably upon the request of the Swiss Lega- 
tion [appendix B in original] relative to insertion in Treaties still to be drafted and signed 
of clauses relative to Swiss neutrality, analogous to Article 435 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, and Article 375 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria’. 
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in an acute form as a result of M. Venizelos ordering Greek troops beyond 
the zone of occupation laid down by the Council without consulting it. He 
thought that there was a good deal to be said for M. Venizelos in this con- 
nexion inasmuch as he had sent many pressing communications to the Council 
which, owing to the great pressure of work, had not been promptly answered. 
The Council had ordered General Milne to determine the Greek zone of 
occupation; he had done so and on the other hand the Greek and Italian 
Governments, after satisfactory negotiations, had agreed to a line of demarca- 
tion between their zones. s He felt that the other conclusions of the report might 
be accepted ; but he was struck by the fact that a great deal of pertinent 
testimony had not been heard by the Commission, therefore it was difficult 
for the conclusions of the report to be accepted unreservedly, although he 
might have been inclined to do so if he had not heard M. Venizelos’ s explana- 
tions at the proceeding meeting. For instance, with respect to the affair at 
Menemen,^ M. Venizelos had pointed out that the Greek authorities had 
made an accurate count of the victims and found that only 20 had been 
killed, identifying them by name, whereas the number fixed by the Commis- 
sion as a result of an investigation made by a French officer had placed the 
number at several hundred. He did not feel qualified to state that a different 
procedure could have been adopted, but he felt that if the Greek side of the 
case could have been heard the conclusions of the report might have been 
different. In his opinion this was the one reservation to be made when 
accepting the report. 

General Bunoust observed that some question had been raised as to the 
Commission going beyond the mandate given it. He wished to point out that 
the report submitted consisted of three parts: a summary of the facts, the 
fixing of the responsibilities, and the conclusions. This conformed not only 
to the spirit but to the letter of the Council’s mandate contained in its telegram 
to the Commission of July 26, 1919 (see h.d. 13,7 minute 12). It had been 
suggested that the Commission was not justified in taking up the question 
of the expediency of the Greek occupation. He wished to reply that the 
complaint of the Sheik-ul-Islam to the Supreme Council had formed the 
basis of the investigation, and this complaint had pretended that the Greek 
occupation was unjustified. The Commission had therefore necessarily 
examined that question. To take up a question of detail, in an affair such as 
that at Menemen it was impossible for anyone to make an accurate estimate. 
The Commission did not insist upon the exactness of its figures but it was 
convinced that figures submitted by the Greeks could not be any more accu- 
rate. With respect to contradictory testimony he wished again to cite the 
affair at Menemen, where all the Turks had testified in one way and all the 
Greeks in, another. The Commission had therefore tried to take the testi- 
mony of the witnesses who seemed to be the most reliable and it had taken 
a great deal of testimony from French, English and Italian witnesses. The 

5 See Vol. I, No. 14, minute 4, and No, 70, minute 9. 

^ See paragraph 42 of docximent 3 in appendix A to No. 17. 

7 No. 17 in Vol. I. 



testimony of M. Laplanche, a French employee of the railroad, had estab- 
lished that the day before the massacre in question the Turks had claimed 
that they feared a massacre and the Greeks had been informed of this but 
had taken no precautionary measures. The Greek battalion retreating from 
Pergamum had indeed been subjected to outrages, but when it once reached 
Menemen not a single shot had been fired at it. Many Greek witnesses 
claimed to have heard and seen shots but not one of them had been able to 
substantiate his evidently false statements. The Commission did not insist 
that the Greeks had prepared this massacre, but it was convinced that they 
had done absolutely nothing to prevent it and that the Greek authorities 
were obviously incompetent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe had never doubted that the Commission had proceeded 
in the most sincere and honourable way, but, as M. Venizelos had pointed 
out, the principal accused parties had not been heard. He had felt that 
although it had possibly been well not to acquaint the Greek representative 
with the names of the witnesses, it might have been possible to give him the 
depositions without giving him the names of the witnesses. But even this had 
not been done. He could not say that the conclusions of the report would 
have been different had such procedure been adopted, but it was evident 
that they might have been; therefore these conclusions were not entirely 
satisfactory. When the procedure adopted by the Commission had been 
brought to the attention of the Council it had not approved thereof; but it 
had then been too late to make an effective change.® However, he did not 
wish to insist unduly upon this point for on the whole M. Venizelos had 
accepted the substance of the report, inasmuch as he recognized that abuses 
had been committed and had meted out punishment therefor. Furthermore, 
calm now reigned in and around Smyrna, and in fact everywhere except those 
points where Greeks were in armed contact with Turks. He felt that the 
Greeks had done their best and that on the whole they had succeeded rather 
well. 

M. Clemenceau wished to ask General Bunoust if he felt that calm did in 
fact reign in the occupied territories. 

General Bunoust said that it did in the town of Smyrna, but that else- 
where the calm was only apparent and might well cease to exist at any 
moment. Furthermore, the town of Smyrna was nothing in comparison with 
the entirety of the occupied territories. There certainly was no calm#t Aidin. 

M. Clemenceau inquired if the Greeks had withdrawn again within the 
Sandjak of Smyrna. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that General Milne had established a line 
beyond which the Greeks were to retire,^ and they had done so. There was, 
however, a snnfll triangle in the region of Aidin where General Milne had 
proposed the following alternative: either the Greeks should be permitted to 
advance beyond the line of occupation previously laid down, or they should 
withdraw to a line behind the one at present held by them. In the latter 
event, General Milne had recommended an Inter-Allied occupation — i.e. 

® See No. i, minute 3. 
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Greek, French and English — of the triangle comprised between the present 
line of Greek occupation and that to which they would be forced to with- 
draw. This solution, including the exclusion of Italian troops from the pro- 
posed Inter- Allied force of occupation, had been discussed and approved by 
the Supreme Council (see h.d. 66) ,9 although he himself had found it 
difficult to agree with that conclusion. He felt that an Inter- Allied occupa- 
tion would be the best solution possible, but it had not proven feasible. He 
was convinced of the impossibility of telling the Greeks to evacuate and of 
letting the Turks in. 

Mr. Polk inquired if the town of Soma was in the vicinity of Aidin. 

M. DE Martino explained that it was to the north of Smyrna, He wished 
to point out the following facts with respect to the region of Aidin, When the 
question was submitted to the Council as a result of General Milne’s report 
three solutions became possible : to leave the Greeks where they were, to let 
the Turks occupy this territory, or else to effect an Inter-Allied occupation, 
necessarily including the Greeks in such a force since they were already there. 
Turkish occupation had not been considered. But when the point of Inter- 
Allied occupation was raised there was no longer a question of a line of 
demarcation between Greek and Italian zones of occupation; it was a 
question, on the one hand, of Italian occupation, and on the other hand, of 
Inter-Allied occupation. He felt that when the word Tnter-Allied’ was used 
Italy could not be excluded. What had been decided upon was, he thought, 
contrary to the view of the French Government, because M. Pichon had told 
him before the meeting that M. Clemenceau’s point of view favoured Inter- 
Allied occupation with Italian troops. He did not intend to resuscitate that 
question, which had already been decided, but he did wish to say that 
according to information he had received from Constantinople the solution 
which had been adopted had produced a very bad impression, inasmuch as 
it had been interpreted as a proof of discord between the Great Powers. He 
felt that if the Allies, all of whom had interests in Moslem countries, did not 
give evidence of solidarity towards the Moslem world they would expose 
themselves to the greatest danger in the future. He had spent eleven years 
in Moslem countries and could affirm that within ten or fifteen years the 
Allies would have the greatest difficulty in maintaining their Moslem 
colonies. The exclusion of Italian troops had made the Turks think that 
something queer was happening. When he had read the minutes of the 
meeting, at which he had not been present, he had seen that the reason given 
for exclusion of Italian troops from Aidin was the fear of disagreement and 
conflict with the Greeks. He wished to insist that these fears had no founda- 
tion. The Italian Government had come to two agreements with Greece. 
One of lesser importance, relative to the provisional line -of demarcation 
between Greek and Italian troops,^® the other a more general agreement. 
He knew that the Allies were pleased that this latter agreement had been 

9 No. 70 (minute 9) in Voi. I. 10 See Vol. 1 , No. 14, minute 4. 

“ A text of this agreement is printed by A. Giannini; I documenli diplotnatici della pace 
orientale (Rome [1922]), pp. 27—30. 
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cached. In view of the terms of this latter agreement, which laid down a 
c ommon line of action with a view to avoiding any cause of disagreement or 
conflict, he felt sure that if the Italian troops had encountered the Greek 
troops at Aidin no conflict would have taken place between them. He would 
like to have M. Venizelos himself questioned on this point. He wished to 
bring all this to the attention of the Council as a matter of record, although 
he did not intend at that time to reopen the question of Aidin. 

Mr. Polk inquired if the agreements referred to had been put on record. 

M. DE Martino replied that the agreement respecting the line of demarca- 
tion had been put on record^® and that the other had not. 

Mr. Polk presumed that there was no objection to it being put on record. 

M. DE Martino thought not, and said that he would speak to M. Tittoni 
on the matter. 

M. Clemenceau remarked that General Milne had proposed three solu- 
tions: as two of them were impossible, he suggested the other be adopted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he had asked M. Venizelos if the Greeks were 
certainly able to hold the territory in question and had been told that they 
could. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the Greeks should then be allowed to 
remain at Aidin. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that it should not be forgotten that all those 
questions of occupation were purely provisional. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

M. DE Martino agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that General Milne had asked that the 
Greeks, if they alone were to supply the occupying forces, be allowed to 
advance beyond the present line of occupation, as that was a necessary condi- 
tion of their being able to hold the Aidin region. 

Mr. Polk asked if General Milne had not made it clear that this proposed 
advance would necessarily mean further fighting between the Greeks and 
Turks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied in the afiirmative. 

Mr. Polk stated that he would have to make a reservation on this point. 
His Government had no troops to send, tlierefore although he could not 
unconditionally object to this solution, his Government did not wish to assent 
thereto, and felt that it must decline all responsibility. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said it had been found impossible to find French or 
British troops to occupy this territory, but he hoped the point might again be 
raised and that M. Clemenceau might once more examine the possibility of 
sending Frencl>troops. 

M. Clemenceau said that he would again raise the question and would 
let Sir Eyre Crowe know on the following day, but he felt that he v/ould not 
be successful inasmuch as France had no troops to spare. Fie thought it was 
no use for the Council to shut its eyes to the fket that the Turks would con- 
tinue to harass the Greeks. If troops were sent to this region it would result 
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in protecting the Greeks from attacks which they had brought upon them- 
selves. 

Mr. Polk said that he hesitated to express an opinion inasmuch as his 
Government could do nothing to help the situation by sending troops. But 
he wished to put himself on record as insisting that any further difficulties or 
fighting in Asia Minor would certainly make the ultimate settlement of the 
Turkish question more difficult. The Turks and Greeks would always fight 
each other; therefore, he felt that any decision which would necessarily bring 
them into closer and further armed contact was bad in principle. 

M. Glemengeau observed that even if it were found possible to send an 
Inter-Allied force, that would not solve the question of conflicts between the 
Greeks and Turks. The fact of having [Pthe]^^ troops at Aidin would not 
have prevented fighting in Soma. M. Venizelos had rather taken the Council 
to task and it could not leave unanswered some of the points raised by him. 
It was perhaps true that the procedure adopted had not always been the best. 
He suggested that an answer be sent to M. Venizelos stating in substance 
that, although M. Venizelos’ complaints as to the procedure adopted might 
have been justified in certain particulars, nevertheless he himself (M. Veni- 
zelos) had recognized that abuses had been committed, and further recom- 
mending to M. Venizelos the use of extreme caution in the future. In the 
same letter M. Venizelos should be informed of the decision taken with 
respect to maintaining Greek troops in Aidin and he should be forcibly 
reminded that all occupation was purely provisional. 

General Bunoust wished to point out that the Council proposed to tell 
M. Venizelos in effect that the Commission had not proceeded in the way it 
should have. He wished to warn the Council that any such action would be 
an impeachment of its own decisions. The Council in its instructions of 
July 26 th had marked out the exact line of action which had since been 
followed by the Commission, and subsequently had decided that Colonel 
Mazarakis should not be present at the meetings of the Commission (see 
H.D. 31 ).^-'’ He wished to add that the Commission, in recommending an 
Inter- Allied occupation, had desired to test the sincerity of the Turks who had 
repeatedly proclaimed that they only objected to an occupation by the Greeks. 

M. Glemengeau replied that the Council had no wish to blame the Com- 
mission in any way. The question was whether the instructions had been well 
worded. He suggested that M. Berthelot prepare an answer to M, Venizelos, 
to be submitted to the Council, taking into account the views expressed at 
that meeting. • 

It was decided: 

(1) to ask M. Venizelos for explanations relative to the conflict between 

Greeks and Turks near Soma, reported in a despatch from Constan- 
tinople dated November 8, 1919; 

(2) that M. Berthelot should prepare, for submission to the Council, a 

reply to M. Venizelos, taking into account the view's expressed by 
the Council at that meeting. 

The text hei'e is uncertain. 
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5- (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation regarding 
the exportation to Russia of German munitions and war 
Exportation to Russia (gge Appendix C).) 

Mtid ^^r^material^ Eyre Crowe summarized the note from the British 

Delegation. He thought there was a good deal to be said in 
favour of helping General Denikin but he wished to point out that his Govern- 
ment was already heavily committed in supplying the northern Russian forces. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the manufacture and exportation in question 
could be stopped as soon as the Treaty had been put into force. 

Mr. Polk asked if it was proposed to do anything at that moment. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the manufacture and exportation could be 
stopped at once. 

Mr. Polk wondered if this was wise. He inquired if any right existed to 
stop this manufacture and exportation at the present time. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this right existed even under the Armistice. 
This was clear from the fact that the Germans themselves, in asking per- 
mission for this manufacture and exportation, recognized that the right to 
prohibit it existed under the Armistice. 

Mr. Polk wished to know what the reason was for prohibiting this manu- 
facture and exportation ; was the idea that ammunition factories should not 
be put into operation or was it in order not to help General Denikin? 

M. Clemengeau suggested that the Germans be told that they could not 
manufacture and export the munitions and material in question. 

Mr. Polk said that he objected to these supplies being furnished by 
Germans but he did approve sending such supplies to General Denikin. If 
anyone else could supply him with the material in question he would be in 
favour of it. He wished to know who was going to pay for this material and 
how the payment would be made. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he was not sure. He thought that perhaps 
Bolshevist money would be used in payment. 

M. Berthelot observed that the trouble was that there was no way of 
controlling the destination of this material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the same group of manufacturers and 
exporters also supplied Colonel Bermont. 

M. Clemengeau suggested that a reply be sent that inasmuch as the 
Council had no control over the use and destination of the munitions and 
war material in question, and could not even be sure that part thereof would 
not find its way into the hands of elements hostile to the Allied and Associated 
Powers, the Council could not sanction the manufacture and despatch of the 
munitions and war material in question. He asked who would convey this 
information and to whom the communication would be sent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would send this answer to the British 
Military Representative in Berlin, in the name of the Council, for transmis- 
sion by him to the proper parties. 

It was decided: 

that Sir Eyre Crowe, in the name of the Council, should inform the 
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British Military Representative at Berlin, for transmission by him to the 
proper parties, that inasmuch as the Council had no control over the use 
and destination of the munitions and war material in question, and could 
not even be sure that part thereof would not find its way into the hands of 
elements hostile to the Allied and Associated Powers, the Council could not 
sanction the manufacture and despatch of the munitions and war material 
in question (see Appendix C). 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee relative 
, . „ . , , to the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 

Reply of President / . \ 

Wilin regarding (see Appendix D).) 

the convocation of M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of 
the first meeting of the Drafting Committee and explained that what was pro- 
the Council of the posed therein was not a formal convocation of the first meet- 
League oj Nations Council of the League of Nations prior to the 

deposit of ratifications of the Treaty with Germany but only informal warn- 
ing information. 

Mr. Polk asked whether, assuming that the only thing the Council would 
do at its first meeting would be to nominate the Commission of Delimitation 
for the Sarre District, it would not be sufficient to call the meeting for the day 
after the deposit of ratifications. 

M. Fromageot replied that if it was sure that nothing further had to be 
done it would be sufficient. It was possible, however, that many and serious 
questions would have to be taken up especially in the event of the United 
States ratifying the Treaty prior to the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. It was therefore better to take all preliminary precau- 
tions even if they should eventually prove useless. 

Mr. Polk thought that he would have to ask for an adjournment. He did 
not see the necessity for all these various notices. The question had once been 
very simple but it was not [now] becoming very complicated. The only 
question he wished to raise was : did the President of the United States have 
the power to call the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
before the deposit of ratifications? If not, he thought the President could 
issue such a call on the day of the deposit of ratifications and that the meeting 
could be held the following day. 

M. Fromageot said that the solution proposed by the Drafting Committee 
involved no convocation which might be deemed premature. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that a further point had been raised : the U nited 
States might or might not ratify the Treaty prior to the date of the deposit 
of ratifications. Mr. Polk’s point was only based on the United States not 
having ratified. The proposal of the Drafting Committee covered both 
contingencies. , 

Mr. Polk said that he would refer the matter to his Government although 
he felt confident that there would be no objection. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would have to make a small reservation with 
respect to the place of the first meeting. There had been some previous dis- 
cussion on this point of whether the meeting should be in Paris, or in London 
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where the machinery of the League of Nations already existed. When the 
point had come up before the Council the British Delegation had not agreed 
that the meeting should be held in Paris. Since that time he had obtained 
his Government’s consent to holding the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations in Paris if no other business was to come before the Council 
than the nomination of the members of the Commission of Delimitation for 
the Sarre District. That was all that he could agree to at the present time 
but he would try to obtain further consent for the first meeting of the Council 
to be held in Paris irrespective of the business to be transacted at that meeting. 

M. Glemenceau observed that he of course could not make any statement 
as to what would be on the agenda at the first meeting of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

Mr. Polk thought that there was a great deal of unnecessary trouble in 
connection with this question. It was proposed to be entirely prepared for 
an important meeting of the Council on the day of the deposit of ratifications. 
Apparently that day would be somewhere in the neighbourhood of November 
25th. If that was so his Government’s Delegate could not reach Paris in 
time, even if the United States had already ratified the Treaty. 

M. Berthelot thought that the deposit of ratifications could be effected 
on or about November 27th, as far as the Allied and Associated Powers were 
concerned. It had become evident from various sources that the Germans 
would not sign the protocol without raising various difficulties. If the deposit 
of ratifications were delayed it would be on account of the German attitude. 
It was decided: 

to approve the recommendations of the Drafting Committee relative to 
the convocation of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
(see Appendix D) with the following reservations : 

(1) that Mr. Polk would refer the matter to his Government. 

(2) that Sir Eyre Crowe would refer to his Government the question of 

holding the first meeting of the Council in Paris irrespective of the 
business to he transacted at said first meeting. 


7. (The Council had before it a draft answer, prepared by the Commission 
„ , , - on Belgian Affairs, to the note of the German Delegation of 

the German Deleoa- October grd,^''^ relative to the organization of the Plebiscites 
tion of Oct. 3rd‘^ at Eupen. and Malmedy. (See Appendix E).) 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft answer, prepared by the Commission 
on Belgian Affairs, to the note of the German Delegation of 
October 3rd, relative to the organization of the Plebiscites at 
Eupen and Malmedy. (See Appendix E.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crilloti, 

Paris, November 10, igig. 


relative to the organi- 
zation of the Plebis- 
cites at Eupen and 
Malmedy 


See No. 16, appendix B. 
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Appendix A to No. i8 

President of the German Delegation. park, November y, igig. 

No. 48. 

From : Baron von Lersner. 

To: President Giejnenceau. 

I have the honour to reply as follows to the note of the Allied and Associated 
Powers of October 30, 1919, No. 1251.^5 

The news that the Prussian Government expects very shortly, or more exactly, 
on November 9, 1919, to conduct municipal elections in Upper Silesia, is authentic. 

In Prussia, prior to the revolution, the so-called three-classes right of vote was 
in force, according to which the electors were divided according to taxation into 
three classes each one of which elected one-third of the municipal representatives. 
Thus, the greater were the differences in the taxations represented by the electors 
of one commune, the greater was the weight of the votes of the superior classes, and 
the more plutocratic was the right of vote. This institution of the former state was 
abandoned immediately after the revolution in favour of equal universal suffrage. 

Although the elections have already taken place throughout the rest of Prussia, 
according to the new form, the municipal representation in Upper Silesia is still 
operated according to the old form. This situation is the more insupportable in 
that the local professional development has greatly exaggerated the difference 
between the poor and rich, and as, up to the present time, especially in the com- 
munes in which are located the mines and factories, the first and second classes are 
almost exclusively composed of the owners, contractors and directors of these 
establishments, and these classes choose from among themselves about two-thirds 
of the municipal commissioners. 

For this reason, and now that tranquillity and order have been restored in Upper 
Silesia, the German Government can no longer defer the municipal elections, 
delayed for numerous motives, and especially on account of riots. This is the more 
necessary in that the municipal elections are conducted ip anticipation of the 
intermediary elections for the Landtags of districts and provinces, in particular the 
new provincial constitution of Upper Silesia can only be applied as a basis of these 
elections. 

In the course of the municipal elections, the interests of the portion of the popu- 
lation of Polish tongue will also be given due consideration. It is known that the 
Polish elements in Upper Silesia are found among the poorest part of the popula- 
tion, and for that reason it is clear that the maintenance of the superannuated 
voting system, and of the municipal representation thereby instituted, would be 
unrepresentative of the rights of that part of the population. 

All guarantees are given for full liberty in the conduct of the elections. In 
particular, the Government has ordered, in favour of the Upper Silesia[n] 
fugitives, that upon their return to their domicile they will be given an opportimity 
to register on the supplementary lists of electors. 

Finally, concerning the Peace Treaty, there is no motive given therein, in 
particular in the annex of Article 88, tending to prevent the Prussian State from 
exercising its so\’-ereignty rights by insuring, until the entry into force of the Treaty, 
the administration of the territory which is to be submitted to a plebiscite in the 
future, or that the question of the elections is to be in any manner submitted to the 
competency of the International Council. 

h® See No. 8, minute 5 and appendix F. 
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The German Government entertains no doubt that, under these circumstances, 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers will forego their original objections to 
these elections in Upper Silesia, considering that the Powers have declared their 
intention to pave the way for democratic principles in their establishment of peace. 

Accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 


Appendix G to No. i8 

Mo te by the {Britis}i\ Delegation for Submission to the Supreme Cou?icil 

The British Delegation has received a despatch from the British Military Repre- 
sentative at Berlin containing the following information: — 

‘There is a definite Group in Berlin known as the Anti-Bolshevik League. 
They meet at the Adlon Hotel. 

The members are: — 

German : — General von Lettow Vorbeck. 

Graf, von Donau. 

Prof. Schiemann. 

‘Staff’ Officers — Hauptman von Lubers. 

Lieut. Danks. 

Russian : — Bogdanoff, Russian merchant from Rostow. 

Podalinski, formerly Governor of S. Russia. 

Beck. Marmarcheff (formerly mixed up with Bermont) . 

Noske sometimes attends meetings. Probably only internal anti-Bolshevik 
measures are discussed in his presence. 

This group have been, and still are, engaged in organizing the despatch of 
munitions to Denikin and munitions and money to Bermont. 

They obtain their munitions from the Schilde Konsortium, Schwabische- 
strasse, 30, Bei'lin, W. 30. Krupps and Stiler have representatives working with 
Schilde in this office.’ 

At its meeting on Saturday, October iith, the Supreme Council decided that 
the Inter- Allied Commissions of Control set up by Articles 203-210 of the Treaty 
of Peace with Germany should direct, if they found it possible, that Russian arms, 
munitions and war material retained by Germany should be delivered to the 
Russian Armies recognized by the Allied and Associated Governments.^® 

The transaction descxfibed in the above quoted extract from General Malcolm’s 
despatch, however, is apparently concerned with new ammunition manufactured 
by a firm in which Krupp is largely interested, and is therefore not covered by the 
Supreme Council’s resolution of October nth. 

It w^ould accordingly appear necessary for the Supreme Council to decide the 
two following questions of principle :— 

(1) Whether Germany is to be encouraged to proceed with the manufacture of 

ammunition. 

(2) Whedier it is desirable to facilitate the supply of German war material to 

the Army of General Denikin. 

November yth, igig. 


See Vol. I, No. 72, minute 6. 


Appendix D to No. i8 
Document i 

Mote for the Supreme Council relative to the First Meeting of the Council of the League 

of Nations 

1 . It would seem to be acknowledged on the one hand, that the order of the day 
for the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations depends on the ratifi- 
cation of the Treaty by the American Senate, the important questions being 
reserved until that time, — and on the other hand, that the designation of the 
representatives may depend on this order of the day, that is to say on the import- 
ance of the questions to be considered. 

2. However, in case the American ratification would allow the consideration 
of important questions in the first meeting of the Council, there would be a great 
advantage in having this consideration take place at as early a date as possible, 
because, if this ratification had to be awaited to prepare the first meeting of the 
Council, there would be a regrettable loss of time. 

It would therefore seem useful at the present time to anticipate the first meeting, 
while reserving the order of tlie day and the liberty of the Powers to designate their 
representatives in consequence. 

3. With this end in view, the President of the United States could, at this time, 
notify the Powers that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
will be held at Paris immediately after the signing of the Proces- Verbal of the 
deposit of the ratifications of the Treaty and that an official convocation will follow, 
as soon as possible, giving the date and order of the day. 

4. This note might be addressed by the President of the United States to the 
interested diplomatic missions at Washington, and the official convocation, 
addressed by the President of the United States, conformably with the Treaty, 
could be delivered on the spot by the American representative at the Peace Con- 
ference to the President of the Conference, and by the latter to the representative 
of each interested Power. 


Document 2 

Proposed Note to he addressed hy the President of the United States to the biter ested 
Diplomatic Missions at Washington relative to the First Meeting of the Council of 
the League of Nations 

The President of the United States of America has the honour to inform the 
Goveimment of. . . that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations 
will be held at Paris immediately after the signing of the first Proces-Verbal of the 
deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles. 

The date, hour and order of the day of this meeting will be advised in the official 
convocation which the President of the United States will request the American 
representative to the Peace Conference to transmit on the spot to each intei'ested 
Power, through the kindness of the President of the Conference. 

T 7 Punctuation as in original. 
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Appendix E to No. i8 


Proposed Reply to the Letter of the German Delegation of October g on the Question 
of Eupen and Malmedy^ submitted to the Supreme Council by the Commission on 
Belgian Affairs'^^ 

Mr. President : 

In reply to your letter of October 3 last, relative to the circles of Eupen and 
Malmedy,^'^ I have the honour to inform you that the interpretation given to this 
communication is not in conformity either with the letter or the spirit of Article 34 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

A glance at this article suffices to show immediately that the intention of the 
Allied and Associated Powers was not to institute a plebiscite at Eupen and Mal- 
medy similar to that to be operated in Upper Silesia or Schleswig, but to allow 
those of the inhabitants of the interested circles, who desire to see the territory to 
which they belong maintained under German sovereignty, to freely express their 
wish. 

If furthermore, reference be made to the reply of the Allied and Associated 
Powers made to the observations of the German Delegation under date of June 16, 
1919, the interpretation of Article 24 [34] leaves no room for doubt. 

In the covering letter accompanying this reply, it is said that the plebiscite pro- 
vided for in Article 34 will be organized ‘with such precautions that the freedom 
of vote shall be entire’.’^® Belgium, who is to assume full responsibility for all the 
necessary measures, will not fail to assume, in conformity with this obligation and 
under the conditions provided for by the Treaty, the free manifestation of the will 
of the inhabitants. 

The last paragraph of Article 34 furthermore obliges Belgium to report the 
result of the popular expression to the League of Nations, and to accept its decision. 
The League of Nations, under whose auspices the plebiscite will thus take place, 
as confirmed by the reply of June 16 (Part II, Section I),^° will therefore be fully 
qualified to deal with the conditions under which the plebiscite will be effected, 
which is to be the base of its decision, and to take, in consequence, the necessary 
measures. 

Please accept, etc.. 

The original French text of this note, dated November 10, igig, and signed by 
M. Clemenceau, is printed in the Journal Officiel of the League of Nations for 1920, No. 4, 

p- ffis- ... 

The quotation is in the sense but not the words of the original. GL British and Foreign 
State Papers {igig), vol. cxii, p. 250. 

“ Op. cit., vol. cxii, pp. 260-1. 
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H. D. 89.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai F Or say, Paris, on Tuesday, 

November ii, igig, at 10. go a,m. 

Present: U.SA. \ Hon, F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L, Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertheiot, M. de 
Saint Qjaentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo, 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M, Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop, British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M, Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Lieut.-Golonel Kisch, Mr. E. H. Carr, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 
France: M. Gambon, M. Hermitte, M. Kammerer, M. Fromageot, 
M. Escoffier, M. de Percin. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I . M. Berthelot said that the members of the Council had received the 

draft reply to M. Venizelos which he had been asked to prepare. 
M^'^v 2 ^ 1 os called the attention of the Council to the fact that two 
questions on the subject of Smyrna had not been discussed the 
day before: M. Venizelos, on one hand, complained of the conditions which 
had governed the censorship, and expressed his intention of establishing a 
Greek censorship at Smyrna; on the other hand, the Inter- AlHed High 
Commissioners at Constantinople had sent them on November 3rd a note in 
which they criticized the attitude of the Greek High Commissioner at Smyrna; 
the latter tended more and more to substitute his action as well to that of the 
High Commissioners as to that of the Turkish officials. In the draft reply 
which he had prepared he had taken those two points into consideration. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was of opinion that the question should be examined at 
the next meeting, but he wished to state immediately that he did not entirely 
agree with M. Berthelot: was it possible for the Allies to supervise the Greek 
authorities at Smyrna from Constantinople? Besides, perhaps the draft letter 
pointed out too clearly to Venizelos that he was wrong. 

M. Glemenceau agreed to adjourn the examination of the draft prepared 
by M. Bertheiot. 

(The examination of the draft reply to M. Venizelos was adjourned.) 

2. Mr. Polk wished to read a telegram addressed to the Supreme Council 
by the Secretary of Labour of the United States in his capacity as President 



of the International Labour Conference (see Appendix A)d He explained 
that the American Delegation would not assume the re- 
Communication from gponsibility for the terms of this communication. On the 
the Confer- hand, from the information he had received from 

Baron von Lersner, most oi the German delegates had re- 
served berths which were leaving between November 15th and 20th. He 
would know the next day whether all the delegates had been able to secure 
berths. 

M. Clemengeau did not see what they could do for the time being. 


3. (The Council had before it a letter from the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delega- 
tion (see Appendix B)^ and a report from the New States 
Observations of the Commission, dated November Sth, 1919, (see Appendix C). 3 
Serb-Croat-Slovem j^^^mmerer read and commented upon the report of 

ingfhTMimrities Commission, and upon the draft letter to the Serb-Groat- 
Xreaf^ Slovene Delegation appended to said report. He wished to 

call the attention of the Council to the fact that the Com- 
mission had been unanimous in thinking that it was satisfactory to send to the 
Serb Delegation a reply which would interpret the Treaty. The only dis- 
agreement was on one point. The drafting of Article ii in the Serbian 

^ Not printed. The telegram in question, dated from Washington on November 8, 1919, 
read as follows : ‘The officers of the International Labour Conference at Washington are 
authorized to state that the Conference considers that it is of the highest importance for the 
success and value of the work of the Conference, that the German and Austrian Delegations 
should participate in all deliberations and decisions in regard to the questions on the agenda. 
They would recall tiie fact that the decision in favour of the participations of these nations 
was approved by the whole conference with only one dissentient vote. 

‘The Conference can hardly prolong its sittings beyond the end of November. 

‘They would therefore request the Supreme Council to take such action as will (facilitate) 
the arrival of the German and Austrian Delegations at Washington at the earliest possible 
moment, 

‘They also think that they should point out that engagements have been entered into at 
Paris in this matter. W. B. Wilson, President, H. B. Butler, Secretary-General.’ 

2 Not printed. This letter to M. Glemenceau, dated at Paris, November 5, 1919, was 
in two parts. The first concerned the treaty of peace with Austria and stated that ‘although 
several of our very important requests have not been admitted in the Treaty with Austria, 
the Royal Government is ready to sacrifice them to the general interest, in order not to 
create difficulties for the Peace Conference. Yet this Delegation considers it necessary to 
draw the careful attention of the Supreme Council to an economic question of vital interest 
to our country and which should be discussed liow, it being in close connexion with the 
Treaty of Peace with Austria.’ This question concerned the assignment to Yugoslavia of 
a just and adequate proportion of the tonnage of the former Austro-Hungarian merchant 
fleet. The matter was considered by the Supreme Council under minute 4 below (not 
printed); it was decided that the Reparation Commission should be requested to hear a 
Yugoslav representative regarding such distribution of shipping between Italy and Yugo- 
slavia, and that the ‘Commission be informed that it is the desire of the Supreme Council 
that the Yugo -Slav request be considered with the utmost care.’ 

The second part of tlae Yugoslav letter concerned the Minorities Convention and is 
printed with minor verbal variation by D. H. Miller, op, cit., vol. xiii, pp. 508-13. 

3 Not printed. This report is printed with minor verbal variation, ibid., vol. xiii, 
pp. 515-ig. 
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Treaty was different from the corresponding article in the other Minorities 
Treaty. Following M. Tittoni’s suggestion, the Supreme Council had indeed 
decided on September ist to replace in the article in question, for the 
Serbian Treaty, the words ‘procMer de telle maniere’ by the words 'prendre 
telles mesures,’4 On the other hand, the corresponding English text was 
the same in all the Treaties, viz: 'take such action.’ The majority was of the 
opinion that this difference in the drafting of the French text did not alter the 
sense and that nothing opposed itself to their informing the Serbs thereof. 
On the contrary, the Italian Delegation was of the opinion that it would be 
wiser to abide, without further explanation, with the decision of the Supreme 
Council. On the whole, they believed that their reply was of such a nature as 
to satisfy the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation, except with regard to the 
Macedonian question. However, one difficulty still remained; it was likely 
that the Serbian Delegation might feel it hard to accept the decision of 
the Council which asked that it should recognize the right of option under the 
conditions provided in Article 4 , for persons of Turkish nationality. The 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation would perhaps put forward objections on this 
point. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether there were any reasons to believe that the 
Serbs would make difficulties on this point. 

M. Kammerer said that in a private conversation, at a time when the 
question of a special clause on the subject had come up in the Minorities 
Treaty, M. Trumbic had expressed some doubt. He thought that the 
Belgrade government would find it easier to make a simple declaration. 

Mr. Polk said he approved the report of the Commission; but asked 
whether it would not be easier to obtain the assent of the Serbo-Groat-Slovene 
Delegation if they were to give M. Trumbic the satisfaction of being heard 
by the Council. This would facilitate his task in his own country, for it 
could not then be said that the Conference had refused to hear the Serb 
Delegation. 

M. Kammerer said that from the very beginning the New States Com- 
mission had decided to hear no one. 

Mr. Polk remarked that one of the grievances of the Roumanians, which 
was unjustified, was that they had not been heard by the Council. He did 
not wish to insist, but they might give them such satisfaction if they were 
heard; this might be the best way of obtaining their signature, 

M. Glemenceau asked whether this might not be the source of further 
delays. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Commission felt sure that the Serbo-Croat- 
Slovene Delegation would be content purely and simply with the letter which 
was going to be sent, 

M. Kammerer answered that except with regard to Article 4, they had 
every reason to think the Serbs would sign. It might perhaps be wise to send 
them immediately the letter which the Commission had prepared: if they 
had any objections to make, the Council might hear them. 

See Vol. I, No. 48, minute i. 

y; m " 



M. Clemengeau asked whether the Italian Delegation maintained its 
reservations regarding article ii. 

M. DE Martino stated that they did not insist for the sake of conciliation, 
but it was understood that the two expressions were of the same value; one 
could not conceive an intervention of the League of Nations if the League 
could not take such measures as might be opportune. 

It was decided : 

(1) to approve the report presented by the New States Commission with 

regard to the observations of the Serbo-Croat-Siovene Delegation 
on the Minorities Treaty ; 

(2) that the President of the Conference should send to that Delegation 

the draft reply as prepared by the New States Commission. 

4 - 

[Not printed] 5 

Allotment of merchant 
tonnage to Italy and 
the Serbo'Croat- 
Slovene State 


5. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee dated 


Removal of German 
Material from 
Dantzig 


November 7th, 1919 (see Appendix D).) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of the 
Drafting Committee. 

M. Clemengeau wished to ask who would make the dis- 


tinction between German Government property and private property. 

M. Fromageot answered that this distinction should not be very difficult 
to make. 


Mr. Polk inquired whether they could not await the arrival of the 
German Delegates to solve this question. 

M. Clemengeau asked whether they would have the necessary powers. 
Mr. Polk: said it was a violation of the Treaty : he thought that it would 
be saving time to follow his suggestion rather than send a new note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said they were confronted by a difficulty of form. They 
had before them a question which had been brought up only by an American 




report^ which stated, besides, that the Germans had ceased to remove, at 
least partly, the material in question. They did not know whether the 
material which was being removed did or did not belong to the state. 
Perhaps it would be sufficient to warn the German Government that they 
would not permit the removal of government owned material. 

M. Fromageot said that the first thing to do was to verify on the spot to 
whom belonged the material which had been removed. 

Mr. Polk said that there were at Dantzig representatives of the Inter- 
Allied Railway Mission in Poland. 

M. Clemengeau said it was for them to give the necessary information, 
s See note 2 above. 

A See No. 16, note 3. 


It was decided: 

(1) ttat the Inter- Allied Railway Mission in Poland be requested to advise 

immediately whether material removed by the Germans from 
Dantzig is State or private property ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee prepare a draft note warning the German 

Government that the Allied and Associated^ Powers will not allow 
removal or sale by German authorities of naval material at Dantzig, 
which belonged to the Reich, to the German States, or had been 
requisitioned by them. 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the Secretary-General of the Gon- 
, ference dated November 8, iqiq (see Appendix E).^) 

Commission charged 

Alter a short discussion, 

It was decided : 


with preparing the 
organization of 
mixed tribunals set 
up under article 22Q 
of the Peace Treaty 
with Germany 


that the AlHed and Associated Powers having drawn np 
a list of individuals charged with crimes to be delivered by 
the German Government, should have a representative on 
the Commission whose appointment had been decided on 
November 7th, and which was charged with the organization of mixed 
tribunals set up under Article 229 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 
(See Appendix E.)7 


7. (The Council had before it a note from the Commission on Polish Affairs 
dated November loth, 1919 (see Appendix F) and a letter from 
Statm^ of Eastern Secretary General of the Polish Delegation dated November 

gth, 1919 (see Appendix G). 8) 

M. Gambon said that before commenting upon the report of the Com- 
mission he wished to call the attention of the Council to the letter from the 
Secretary-General of the Polish Delegation. The American, Italian and 
Japanese Delegations were of the opinion that the request addressed to the 
Council should be granted. The British and French Delegations, on the other 
hand, thought that it was time to solve this irritating cjuestion. 

M. Berthelot said that Mr. Paderewski had already explained to the 
Council the Polish point of view. They did not see the use of hearing another 
Polish representative. 

7 Not printed. This note referred to the decision in this matter adopted by the Supreme 
Council on November 7, igig (see No. 16, minute i) and stated that 'this Commission has 
been composed of the representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 
Certain other Allied Powers, notably Belgium, were alarmed on account of their eviction 
from the composition of this Commission. Besides Belgium, other Powers (Greece, Poland, 
Rouinania and Serbia) may have to claim accused persons of German nationality and have 
an interest in the organization of the mixed tribunals.’ The note therefore proposed the 
solution adopted by the Supreme Council. 

8 Not printed. This letter to M. Clemenceau expressed tire hope, that the Supreme 
Council would come to no decision upon the ‘new plan’ for Eastern Galicia without first 
hearing the Polish Delegation, and stated in particular that ‘in view of the fact that 
Mr. Dmowsld is, unfortunately, seriously ill and that Mr. Paderewski is absent from Paris, 
the Polish Delegation has the honour to request the Supreme Council to kindly postpone 
its decision on the fate of the Eastern part of Galicia until the Polish Delegates return to 
Paris and are allowed to present their case to the Peace Conference.’ 

m 



M. DE Martino said if it only meant a few days’ delay it might be courteous 
to grant it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether Mr. Patek’ would be informed of the new 
conclusions arrived at by the Commission. In that case he would discuss 
them before the Council. Or would the conclusions be kept secret? 

M. Gambon said that they were not to be transmitted, but as usual there 
would be some leakage. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that if at each step they were to hear the Poles, 
they would never finish. They had come with great difficulty to an agree- 
ment. It would be imprudent to reopen the compromise which had been 
arrived at. However, he himself did not wish to oppose the granting of a 
short delay of three days for instance. In that case it should be taken into 
account that Mr. Patek would make objections and that he would ask for 
time to receive instructions from Warsaw. (The American, Italian and 
Japanese Delegates stated that they did not insist.) 

Mr. Polk thought they might discuss the report and take a decision, with 
the reservation that they would give Mr. Patek a further hearing. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

M. Gambon read and commented upon the report of the Commission. He 
said that no disagreement existed between the members of the Commission 
except in regard to Article 1 6 which concerned the representation of Eastern 
Galicia in the Polish Diet.^o While the text of the majority provided for a 
representation of Eastern Galicia in the Diet and defined the attributions of 
its representatives, the minority on the other hand, i.e. the British Delegation, 
wished to have the question of Eastern Galicia’s representation in the Polish 
Diet discussed between Galicians and Poles. The majority was afraid that 
such a procedure would result in endless and violent conflict between Poland 
and Galicia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated with satisfaction that the majority had made an 
effort to meet the minority half way. On his side the minority felt obliged 
to make some concessions. Three points would have to be discussed : with 
regard to the duration of the Mandate which the League of Nations would 
give to Poland in Eastern Galicia, he had received instructions from Mr. 
Lloyd George to see that the duration of this Mandate should be limited to 
10 years.” He himself (Sir Eyre Crowe) proposed 15 years, the Commission 
had proposed 30 years, and finally 25 years had been agreed upon. He 
would be prepared to take the responsibility to accept this figure. If they did 
not agree on this point the American Delegation would come back to its 
former proposition and the question would be reopened. With regard to the 
military service, he had already had occasion to express the reluctance of his 
Government to accept the principle of conscription in the territories placed 
under the control of the League of Nations. He accepted, however, in a 
spirit of conciliation, the proposed arrangement. Lastly, with regard to 

Member of the Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

See Vol. I, No. 6 r, minute 3 and appendix G. 

” See Vol. Ill m this series. 



article i6, he wished to say that the British Government was in no way 
dpposed to a representation of Galicia at Warsaw. He only thought that the 
problem was of so complex a nature that it would be better to let the interested 
parties solve it themselves. He undoubtedly could accept the text proposed 
by the majority, but they should take into account the case where Poles and 
Galicians would agree upon another system; would they be bound by article 
165 as proposed by the majority? The British Delegation could not accept the 
majority’s text except with the following addition, ‘this arrangement shall 
be subject to revision by common agreement between the Polish Government 
and the Ministry of Eastern Galicia.’ 

M. DE Martino accepted the British Amendment. 

M. Clemengeau stated that all the Delegations accepted the same, 

M. Gambon said that the changes which the Council had approved might 
necessitate some alteration of the articles originally adopted. He asked that 
the Council give the Commission on Polish Affairs the mandate to effect in 
accord with the Drafting Committee such changes of texts which would 
appear necessary. 

Mr. Polk said they were agreed not to publish anything concerning the 
decisions that had just been taken until the text of the Treaty had been 
definitely agreed upon. 

It was decided : 

(1) to approve the report prepared by the Commission on Polish Affairs 

or its majority, with regard to the text of the preamble and Articles 
2 and 38 (see Appendix F) ; 

(2) that Article 16, as proposed by the majority, be adopted with the 

following addition, ‘This arrangement shall be considered as subject 
to revision by common agreement between the Polish Government 
and the Ministry of Eastern Galicia.’ 

(3) that the Commission on Polish Affairs, in agreement with the Drafting 

Committee, should modify the articles concerning the status of 
Eastern Galicia, which had already been adopted, so as to conform 
with the two preceding decisions; 

(4) that said decisions should not be final imtil a represemtative of the 

Polish Delegation had been heard by the Council ; 

(5) that the decisions of the Council with regard to the status of Eastern 

Galicia should remain secret until further order. 

8, (The Council had before it a list prepared by the French Delegation of the 
questions still to be decided by the Supreme Council, (See 
Appendix H).) 

QQiuicii Mr. Polk thought that the Russian and Baltic questions 

could not be settled by the Council. Would, it not be better 
to agree now that they should be dealt with by the respective Foreign Offices? 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question of Bessarabia should, however, 
come before the Council. 

Mr. Polk said the American Delegation was of the opinion that the 
Bessarabian question could not be settled at that time. 



Sir Eyre Crowe stated they were clearly of the opinion that Bessarabia 
should go to Roumania. 

Mr. Polk said he was willing to discuss the question, but that this was not 
the time to make this cession. 

M. Berthelot said that the question of the Aland Islands had already 
been put before the Council and that it had been decided to adjourn the 
settlement of same until it knew what attitude Sweden would take in regard 
to the blockade of Russia.^2 the same way, the problem of repatriation of 
Allied contingents and of enemy prisoners from Siberia belonged to the 
Council. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Committee of Ambassadors might deal with 
the settlement of these three questions: they were questions of execution of 
the Treaty. It was understood that the Delegations would send in to the 
Secretariat-General the additional lists which they had been asked to prepare. *3 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Dutch-Belgian Treaty would be ready in 
time for examination by the Council. 

M. Berthelot thought so. An agreement seemed imminent. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the distribution of merchant ships was to be 
settled by the Supreme Council or the Reparation Commission. 

M. Clemengeau stated that the Council would discuss it and refer it back 
to the Reparation Commission if it were deemed necessary. 

9 - 

[Not printed] 

Allowances to members 
of Boundary Commis- 
sions 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November ii, igig. 


Appendix D to No. 19 

Note for the Supreme Council Concerning Naval Material at Dantzig- 

The Drafting Committee is of the opinion that the removal, or the sale by the 
German authorities of the maritime material which is at Dantzig and belongs to 
the Empire or to the German States, or was requisitioned by them, is contrary to 
the stipulations of Article 107 of the Peace Treaty, and that by taking such 
measures, at this time, Germany is jeopardizing the loyal execution of the Treaty. 

The same solution would be difficult to support, if the matter concerned private 
properties, and the individuals interested spontaneously disposed of them. 

November 7, 1919. For the Drafting Committee: 

Henry Fromageot. 

*2 See Vol. I, No. 68, minute 8. 

^3 See No. i4f note 8, 
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Appendix F to No. 19 

Mote from the Commission on Polish Affairs on the question of Eastern Galicia 

November 10, igig. 

Mote presented to the Supreme Council by the Commission on Polish Affairs 

Question of Eastern Galicia. 

In a resolution, under date of November 7, the Supreme Council decided to 
forward for consideration, to the Commission on Polish Affairs, 
Task assigned to proposition made by the British Delegation, with a view to 
the Commission League of Nations give Poland a mandate of definite 

duration over Eastern Galicia. 

The Commission on Polish Affairs, with an intention of conciliation, unani- 
mously decided to accept the principle of a mandate. Although 
Adoption of the j.gcommending to the Council the adoption of this solution, which, 
Mmdate°'^ alone, under the present circumstances seems of a nature to realize 
the unanimity of the Delegations and to lead to a concrete result, 
the Commission deems it its duty to call attention to the fact that no mandate has 
been considered so far for the countries situated in Europe, and that Eastern 
Galicia profoundly differs from the territories to which the principle of the mandate 
has so far been applied. 

With respect to the duration of the mandate conferred on Poland, four Delega- 
tions^® were of the opinion that it should be fixed at twenty-five years, 
^h^MTdate is necessary that the destinies of a sorely tried and 

e an a e troubled country cannot be treated again before the legal 

age of a new generation which will have grown up protected from the agitations ' 
and the shocks caused by the world war. The British Delegate, nevertheless, has 
declared that his instructions did not permit him to accept an extension to twenty- 
five years of the ten-year period considered by the British Delegation. However, 
he agreed to call the attention of the British representative to the Supreme Council, 
to the arguments set forth by the majority of the Commission. 

At last the Commission unanimously concluded that it would be desirable that, 
at the expiration of a period during which the mandate would have 
lTSiIT/ N ations g^’anted to Poland, the Lea^e of Nations receive full 

" authoi'ity to maintain, revise, or modify the statute defined by the 

Treaty. This provision should be liberally interpreted and would imply for the 
League of Nations the power to entirely dissolve the system of mandate, and to 
pronounce, for instance, either the annexation of Eastern Galicia to Poland, or to 
another State, or to choose any other solution which it might deem proper. 

See No. 16, minute 3. 

Note in original: ‘However, the American Delegation desires that it be specified that 
it accepted a limitation of the duration of the mandate only in the hope of coming to a 
unanimous agreement. Therefore, if the British Delegation should not accept, definitely, 
this period of twenty-five years, the American Delegation reserves fine right to stand by its 
first proposition, which consisted in entrusting Poland, under the conditions determined by 
the Treaty, with the mandate of administering Eastern Galicia as long as this system should 
give satisfactory results, the Council of the League of Nations remaining free to bring about 
a change in status at any time such change might seem to it desirable.’ 
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Aside from the question of the mandate, the Commission attempted to com- 
promise concerning the two points on which a disagreement existed 
Discussion of between the majority and the minority of the Commission (see 
Article i6 and t^at is to say, on the principle of the representation 

ofTrmt Eastern Galicia in the Diet of Poland (Article i6 of the Draft of 

oj Treaty)^® and on the military organization (Article 38). 

On the first question the divergence could not be settled, the British Delegation 
having maintained the text proposed for Article 16 by the minority of the Com- 
mission. He deemed, in fact, that it was a matter of principle which ought to be 
decided by the Supreme Council itself. He declared himself willing, however, to 
set forth to the British plenipotentiary the arguments presented by the majority 
to support its point of view. 

On the question of the military organization, on the other hand, the Commission 
unanimously agreed to propose a new draft of Article 38, which would give to the 
Polish Government the right to apply in Eastern Galicia the military legislation 
in effect in Poland, with the reserve that the contingent thus recruited would con- 
stitute special units which, in peace time, would be located in Eastern Galicia and 
be at the disposal of the Polish Government in time of war for the defence of the 
national territory. This last expression is designed to forbid Poland the use of 
forces recruited in Eastern Galicia in any war which had not been forced upon her, 
but it must not be interpreted as implying the interdiction to use the troops of 
Eastern Galicia in a defensive war outside of the Polish frontiers. 

If the propositions presented above by the Commission are adopted by the 
Supreme Council, it would be advisable to modify the text of the draft 
of Treaty, such as it appears in Report No. 5 of the Commission, as 

new rext 


{a) In the preamble, suppression of the clause thus conceived : 

‘Until the moment when they will be invited to express, by vote, at present post- 
poned on account of the troubled state of Eastern Europe, their desires relative to 
the definite political statute in those territories.’ 

(The Supreme Council, on the other hand, in its meeting of September igth,^® 
decided on the suppression of the paragraph mentioned in Report No. 5 of the 
Commission and thus conceived: 

‘Considering that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom of Poland 
until the dismemberment of the latter.’) 


[b) Article 2 would be thus drawn up : 

‘Poland accepts, in conformity with the Covenant of the League of Nations, and 
under the conditions provided for in the present Treaty, the mandate of organizing 
and governing Eastern Galicia, which will constitute an autonomous territory, 
within the limits determined by Article I. 

‘This mandate, which is conferred for a period of twenty-five years, at the 
expiration of which the Council of the League of Nations will have full authority 
to maintain, revise, or modify the statute defined by the present Treaty.’ 

Note in original: ‘On account of the short time available for the preparation of the 
report of the Commission, which ought to be submitted to the Council at its meeting of 
November 10, the new text proposed by the Commission could not be submitted for the 
consideration of the Drafting Committee.’ 

Note in original: ‘The British Delegate makes, concerning these twenty-five years, 
a reservation which has been defined above.’' 



(c) At last Article 38 would thus be drawn up : 

‘The legislation on military service in effect in Poland can be applied by Poland 
to Eastern Galicia, with the reserve that the contingent thus recruited will constir 
tute special units, which, in peace time, will be located in Eastern Galicia and will, 
in time of war, be at the disposal of the Polish Government for the defence of 
national territory.’ 

In case these suggestions be admitted, it would seem that the Commission should 
be directed to study in concert with the Drafting Committee, the modifications in 
form which it would be advisable to make in the other articles of the Treaty. 


Appendix H to No. 19 
Questions for Regulation by the Supreme Council 
I. Special Questions 

A. Execution of the Treaty with Germany 

Conditions governing the resumption of diplomatic relations. (A report to be 
furnished by the Special Commission.) 

Reorganization of the Superior War Council at Versailles to centralize the 
measures of execution concerning the military clauses of the Peace Treaty, in 
Germany and in the different occupied territories. 

Extradition and trial of the Kaiser. 

Nomination of the members of the Commission entrusted with the comparison 
of the lists of culprits presented by the different Powers and to regulate a procedure 
for the mixed tribunals (article 229). Qiiestion of the representation of small 
Powers on the Commission. 

Convention between Poland and the free city of Dantzig (a report to be furnished 
by the Commission on Polish Affairs) . 

Togo and Cameroun: employment of the contingents for the defence of the 
metropolitan and colonial territory. 

B. Execution of the Treaty with Austria 

Signing of the Treaty with Austria and of the treaties for the protection of 
minorities by: {a) The Serb-Croat-Slovene State; {b) Roumania. 

C. Execution of the Treaty with Bulgaria 

Question of the attribution of Bulgarian Thrace. 

D. Treaty with Hungary 

Question of the total or partial payment of the Roumanian occupation expenses ; 
The furnishing of coal to Hungaiy by Poland and the Czecho-Slovak State; 
(Article 207) ; 

Exploitation of tlie Pecs Mines (report to be furnished by the Commission on 
Roumanian and Jugoslav affairs). 

II. Questions in common 

A. Distribution of enemy ships « 

(i) Battleships 

(a) German and Austro-Hungarian battleships. 

(b) Reparations demanded by France and Italy for the interruption in their 
naval constructions during the war and for the employment of their shipyards and 
mills in the manufacture of war materials for themselves and the Allies. 
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(2) Commercial ships 

(a) General distribution of the merchant tonnage between those concerned. 

(b) German ships; question of tankers. 

(c) Austro-Hungarian ships. Distribution of the tonnage between Italy and the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

B. Cost of upkeep of the armies of occupation. 

III. General Political Questions 

A. Question of the Adriatic 

Frontiers between Italy and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

Fiume. 

Montenegro. 

Albania. 

B. Russian and Baltic Question 

(a) Recognition of Admiral Koltchak. 

{b) Finland (Petchenga and Garelia). 

(r) Aland Islands. 

{d) Baltic States. 

(e) Eastern frontiers of Poland. 

(/) Ukrania. 

(g) Bessarabia. 

(h) Caucasus State. 

(i) Repatriation of the Allied contingents in Siberia. 

(j) Repatriation of enemy prisoners in Russia. 

C. Treaty with Turkey 

D. Treaty with Belgium and the Netherlands for the revision of the Treaties of 

No. 20 

H.D. 90.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d^ Or say, Paris, on Wednesday, 
November 12, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

RnAVA Sir Eyre Growe; SECRETARY, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Qiientin. 

M. de Martino; secretary, M.’Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned ; 
U.S.A:: Mr. W. FI. Buckler. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. A. 
Leeper. 

Frawi?: General Weygandj M. Laroche. 

Italy: M. Galli, M, Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japizre: M. Shigemitsu. 
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I. (The Council had before it a draft note to M. Venizelos relative to 
the report of the Commission of Inquiry, prepared by the 
Mote to M Vmizdos gj-j^ish Delegation (see Appendix A), a telegram from the 
5m me French High Commissioner at Constantinople, dated Nov. 

3 (see Appendix B), and a letter from the Greek Delegation, 
dated Nov. 4 (see Appendix C).) 

M. Berthelot read the draft note prepared by the British Delegation. 

M. Glemengeau raised the following point of form: on page 2 he thought 
the word ‘observed’ should be changed to read ‘felt’ in the sentence reading : 
Tt hopes that the dangerous tension which at the present time does not seem 
to have ceased to make itself felt along the limits of the Greek occupation.’* 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that in drawing up this note the British 
Delegation had wished to avoid mixing up two questions ; he realized, how- 
ever, that other questions, referred to on the previous day by M. Berthelot^ 
but not touched upon in this draft note, still remained to be settled. The 
question of the administration of Smyrna was a rather complex one and it 
might be well to turn it over to a Commission. A Commission on Greek 
Territorial Claims was already in existence. He understood that M. Venizelos 
had a good deal to say on this question and it would perhaps be better for him 
to be heard by that Commission. 

M. DE Martino agreed, particularly as he thought it was time that a 
decision should be reached relative to the relations between the Greek army 
of occupation and the local authorities on the one hand, and the central 
Government of Constantinople on the other. It would be well to be guided 
by the principles of The Hague Convention. On the other hand, it would be 
well to show consideration to M. Venizelos, who throughout the war had 
shown qualities of the highest value and whose difficulties were well known. 

M. Clemengeau suggested that the question be referred to the Commission 
on Greek Territorial Claims which, if necessary, could solicit the advice of the 
military experts. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that as General Bunoust, who was entirely 
familiar with the situation, was present he might give the Commission 
valuable advice. 

Mr. Polk called the attention of the Council to a paragraph of the draft 
note authorizing the Greeks to advance from Aidin up to the river Kochak 
Ghai.3 That clause was a very important one. It should be remembered that 
any further advance meant fighting between the Greeks and Turks. General 
Milne himself had recognized that fact. He therefore wished to ask if the 
Council deemed it advisable to assume the responsibility for such further 
conflict. 

^ The last sentence of the sixth paragraph of the draft note. In the text of the file copy 
of appendix A, as printed below, the sentence has been redrafted so as to obviate the use of 
either of the words in question. 

* See No. 19, minute i. 

3 This authorization is not contained in the file copy of the note, as printed below in 
appendix A; the text was evidently amended in accordance with the decision of the Supreme 
Council at resolution (2) of this minute. A 



M. Glemengeau again pointed out that he could send no troops; he felt 
that possibly the best solution would be to have M. Venizelos withdraw his 
troops from the region of Aidin where they had gone without the consent of 
the Council. 

Sir Eyre Grow^'e observed that that meant letting the Turks occupy this 
region. 

M. Glemengeau inquired if the Italians were far distant from the Greeks in 
this region. 

M. DE Martino explained that they were not; that the Italian forces were 
within six hundred meters of the line of the River Meander and the parallel 
railroad. The Greek line was along the north bank of the river. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that if the Greeks retired a triangle would be 
left between the river, the railroad and the Greek line, which included Aidin. 
To the south the line had been fixed by agreement between M. Venizelos 
and the Italian Government. He thought that it would not be advisable to 
withdraw the Greeks from the triangle in question and turn it over to Italian 
occupation. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that he had not made any such suggestion. 

M. Glemengeau then suggested that the Greeks could be left at Aidin, but 
that they should not be allowed to advance. 

Mr. Polk asked if General Milne himself had not said that a further 
advance by the Greeks would inevitably result in serious trouble. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that General Milne had rather said that he 
would be willing to authorize a further advance if the Council was prepared 
for the fact that such an advance would mean encountering armed opposition. 
General Milne had favoured that advance on strategic grounds. 

M. Glemengeau observed that as M. Venizelos felt capable of conquering 
Asia, the Greek troops certainly should be able to maintain their ground at 
Aidin. He agreed with Mr. Polk that if the Council ordered a further ad- 
vance it would be in a position of creating further trouble. 

Mr. Polk said that he could not agree to a letter authorizing the Greeks to 
advance in view of the fact that the authorities on the spot had said that 
trouble would certainly ensue. He thought that this would be tantamount to 
authorizing the Greeks to advance and conquer additional territory. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the only alternative was to let in the Turks who 
would then unquestionably start to massacre the Greeks. 

Mr. Polk asked if Sir Eyre Crowe felt convinced of this. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did. 

Mr. Polk said that his personal view was that if this line of action were 
followed all Asia Minor would eventually have to be occupied. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the Greeks be left at Aidin but that they be 
not authorized to advance further, (This was agreed to.) 

M. DE Martino wished to ask Sir Eyre Crowe if he could give him some 
information on the intentions of the British Government relative to the 
occupation of Aidin. According to a telegram which he had received from 
Italian Authorities on the spot, English troops were reported to be ready to 
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advance on Aidin. General Montague Bates, commanding the 83rd Infantry 
Brigade, was said to be in command of those forces. On November 4th more 
than 70 cars were reported to have left for Afium Karahissar in order to 
transport the British troops. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the British arrangement had been made in 
contemplation of Inter- Allied occupation. As no French troops could be sent 
he thought that the British troops would likewise not approach Aidin. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft note to M. Venizelos relative to the report of the 

Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna prepared by the British Delegation (see 

Appendix A) after making the following modifications therein : 

(1) on the second page of this draft note’^ the sentence : ‘It hopes that the 

dangerous tension which at the present time does not seem to have 
ceased to make itself observed along the limits of the Greek zone of 
occupation’, should be changed to read, ‘It hopes that the dangerous 
tension which at the present time does not seem to have ceased to 
make itself felt along the limits of the Greek zone of occupation’ ; 

(2) the clause: ‘In the meanwhile allowing the Greek troops to advance 

from Aidin up to the river Kochak Chai, according to General Milne’s 
recommendation’ should be eliminated. 3 


It was further decided: 

to refer to the Commission on Greek Territorial Claims the questions 
pertaining to the administration of Smyrna (see Appendices B and G), 
and that the Commission should be at liberty to take the advice of Military 
Experts, in particular that of General Bunoust. 

2. (The Council had before it a reply from the Roumanian Government 
transmitted by the Charge d’ Affaires of France, dated 
Reply of the Roumanian November 2nd, to the note of the Allied and Associated 
oZob^Zh P°we.-s dated October aotht (see Appendix D).) 

M. Glemengeau observed that the answer was very 
unsatisfactory and was even of a nature to cause anxiety. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. He felt that the answer was practically a refusal 
of all the demands presented by the Supreme Council. The only point upon 
which the Roumanians had even partially agreed was the evacuation of 
Hungary, and even on that point the Roumanian Government had made a 
most formidable reservation with respect to the extent of the Hungarian 
territory to be evacuated. The Roumanian answer gave no satisfaction to the 
Council’s demand relative to the evacuation in so far as concerned the 
withdrawal beyond the river Theiss. On all other points the answer was 
evasive and defiant. The Council should carefully examine the present situa- 
tion in Roumania. Its authority must be respected. M. Bratiaiio was merely 
dilly-dallying and playing for time, and the measures adopted by him had 
resulted in deluding the majority of his countrymen into thinking him a great 
patriot. He (Sir Eyre Crowe) felt tha;t if the King and the majority of the 

The reference was evidently to the note printed in Vol. I, No, 72, appendix B. 
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Roumanians were made clearly to see that a persistance in their present 
attitude would necessarily mean a breach with the Allied and Associated 
Powers and Roumania’s exclusion from the Alhance, then Roumania would 
adopt a more compliant attitude. He thought that in such an event the 
present Government would be forced to retire and that a Ministry would be 
constituted which would see the wisdom of meeting the Council’s just 
demands and would act accordingly. He thought the above considerations 
should be put very plainly to Roumania and that it should be told that if its 
reply to the communication proposed to be sent by the Council were not 
satisfactory it would mean the breaking off of relations between Roumania 
and the Allied and Associated Powers. The Roumanians could not be driven 
out of Hungary by force as the Council had no force to dispose of, and it 
seemed to him that the only alternative was the line of action he had proposed. 

Mr. Polk said he welcomed any strong action. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the action proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe was 
strong enough to meet the requirements of the situation. 

M. DE Maktino inquired if it would be wise to adopt in its entirety Sir 
Eyre Crowe’s suggestion, which involved threatening Roumania. The re- 
sulting situation if the Roumanians should refuse to agree to the action 
proposed should be examined. If the Roumanians refused the situation 
would be worse than it was before. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the terms of the communication to be sent 
to Roumania were reasonably clear. They could be plainly told that they 
would be no longer in the Alliance. 

M. Berthelot reminded the Council that at the time of signing the 
Austrian Treaty it had considered telling Roumania that Bukovina would not 
be attributed to it, but that in the Austrian Treaty it would be given to the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers.^ This had not been done as it had 
seemed too severe a measure to be judicious at that time. However, as it was 
now proposed to exert pressure on Roumania, it was well to examine the 
means of bringing this pressure to bear and a similar plan might now be 
considered. Roumania might be told that her claims to Transylvania would 
not be recognized and that the question of Bessarabia would not be discussed 
until it could be taken up with a reconstituted Russia. He pointed out that 
the Roumanian reply was satisfactory in so far as it announced the imminent 
withdrawal of the Roumanian forces to the Theiss; the result had been to 
facilitate negotiations with the Hungarians. What he was now suggesting 
was primarily theoretical. The question of the advisability of taking such 
measures must still be decided, for when considering the question of punishing 
a Government it would be well not to lose sight of the fact that the population 
should not be^ wholly antagonized. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Council that Sir George Clerk had referred 
in a former telegram to Roumanian atrocities in Transylvania and the 
Council had inquired what part of Transylvania was meant. ^ This question 

s See. Vol. I, No. 53, rainute 5. 

See No. 13, minute 2 and appendix B. 



had not yet been answered but he had that day received a mass of documents 
relative to outrages in Transylvania, an examination of which might lead to 
the conclusion that the inhabitants of Transylvania were not as favourable 
to Roumania as might have been thought. 

M. Glemenceau observed that two distinct questions were raised. First, 
was there a basis of right for taking away from Roumania the Hungarian 
territories in question? The second question related to the outrages com- 
mitted by the Roumanians in Transylvania. 

Mr. Polk said that he had always felt that if Roumania refused to accede 
to the very reasonable demands of the Council she should not have Tran™ 
sylvania given to her. He thought that such action was entirely too generous. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the difficulty was that if Transylvania were 
withheld from Roumania that would involve an occupation by Allied troops, 
which was obviously impossible. 

Mr. Polk obseiwed that if these territories were withheld from Roumania 
she would at least be in a position of never having been given them. Although 
occupation by the Allies was out of the question, he thought that such action 
would at least have a great moral effect. 

M. DE Martino thought that the point of prime importance was to re- 
habilitate the prestige of the Council. The action proposed by M. Berthelot 
was certainly rather severe. He would have to consult his government on 
that point. In the meantime he thought that the Ministers at Bucarest 
might be instructed to take further action. 

M. Glemenceau did not think this advisable inasmuch as the representa- 
tives of the Allied and Associated Powers at Bucarest had already done ail 
they could do. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in his personal opinion a communication 
should be sent to Roumania in the nature of a real ultimatum. He would, 
however, have to consult his government before agreeing to send such a 
communication. 

Mr. Polk inquired if it were necessary to send a communication of that 
nature. Could not an answer be sent to Roumania pointing out that her 
latest communication to the Council was no answer at all, and demanding a 
satisfactoiy answer from her? 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the time for such action had gone by and that 
the present was the time to act firmly and decisively. 

M. Glemenceau agreed. 

Mr. Polk also agreed. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that Roumania should be informed that the 
Allied and Associated Powers would withdraw their representatives from 
Roumania and that the Roumanian representatives in the v^nious capitals, 
as well as her representatives at the Peace Conference, must also be with- 
drawn. He further suggested that M. Berthelot should draft a note, taking 
into account the views expressed at that meeting, this note to be submitted 
to the Council as soon as the Heads of Delegations had been able to consult 
their respective governments. 



M. Berthelot pointed out that a diplomatic rupture was a serious matter 
and inquired if it was to be resorted to at once. 

M. Glemenceau said that his patience was utterly exhausted. He had 
been long-suffering with the Roumanian Government and had even been 
reproached for that attitude. The Roumanians always tried to prolong 
pourparlers indefinitely, and this must be put an end to. 

M. Matsui agreed to the action proposed. He, of course, would have to 
consult his government, which he thought would not raise any objections. 
He wished to point out that his government had no diplomatic representation 
in Roumania. In the meantime, inasmuch as he might not be able to receive 
an answer from his government until some time after the other members of 
the Council had heard from their respective governments, he was willing to 
agree with the view which would be adopted. 

M. Berthelot summarized the contents of the communication to be 
prepared by him. He would recall to Roumania all that had been done for 
her and in her behalf by the Allied and Associated Powers and would point 
out the refractory attitude consistently maintained by Roumania with respect 
to the just demands of the Supreme Council. 

M. DE Martino called attention to one paragraph of the Roumanian note 
which seemed to him to have some merit. That was the paragraph dealing 
with the granting of authority to the Sub-Committee of the Reparations 
Commission to receive complaints relative to unauthorized requisitions. 
Roumania had pointed out that in this respect she had been treated worse 
than the Jugo-Slav State had been in the matter of its requisitions in the 
Banat. 

M. Berthelot explained that the situations were not at all analogous. 
The Serb-Groat-Slovene Government had never been in opposition to the 
Council on this question. 

General Weygand stated that he had lately received a visit from Colonel 
Dimitrescu. He did not know the Colonel and was unaware how much 
importance should be attached to his statements. By way of information, 
however, he wished to tell the Council that Colonel Dimitrescu had com- 
plained of the Council’s attitude towards Roumania and had pointed out 
that the present Government in Roumania, mainly composed of Generals, 
was only able to attend to internal affairs • he therefore hoped that the 
Council would have patience with Roumania until elections had been held 
and a government constituted which was qualified to deal adequately with 
foreign affairs as well as internal matters. 

M. Clemengeau thought that no importance should be attached to these 
remarks of Colonel Dimitrescu; M. Bratiano was behind the whole matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the Ministry of Generals had been put in 
power so that precisely that argument could be advanced. 

It was decided: 

That M. Berthelot should draft a note to the Roumanian Government, 
for submission to the Council, taking into account the views expressed by 
the Cotmcil at that meeting. 



3 . (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk dated 
November gth (see Appendix E) and a telegram from the Inter- 
Stimiion tn Military Mission dated November loth (see Appendix F).) 

Hungary Eyre Growe remarked that the situation in Hungary seemed 

to have greatly improved. He called attention to Sir George Clerk’s request 
that about 20 officers be sent to Hungary to be attached to various army and 
police units, 

M. DE Martino said that he was in favour of sending these officers if the 
other members of the Council were also. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question of their payment would surely be 
raised. It seemed to him that they might well be paid by the Hungarian army, 

M. Glemengeau agreed and said that he also favoured sending these 
officers. 

Mr. Polk said that at present Colonel Yates, he believed, was in charge 
of the reorganization of the Hungarian Gendarmerie. He thought that his 
Government would have no objection to sending a few officers to Hungary 
temporarily but he would of course have to consult his Government. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that it might be well in replying to Sir George 
Clerk to warn him to be on his guard against a restoration of the Hapsburgs 
under any guise. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that this might be unnecessary inasmuch as 
Sir George Clerk had indicated that Friedrich’s departure was imminent. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that his retirement in many ways resembled 
that of M. Bratiano. Although nominally retiring he would still be remaining 
in power. He thought it would be well to include a general phrase of the 
tenor above suggested by him. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

It was decided: 

(1) that Sir Eyre Crowe should prepare, for submission to the Council at 

its next meeting, a telegram to Sir George Clerk in answer to the 
telegram, dated November 9th, received from him, and taking into 
account the telegram received from the Inter- Allied Military Mission 
dated November 1 0th ; 

(2) that the Heads of Delegations should examine the question of sending 

a total of about 20 Allied officers to Hungary. 

4- 

Expenses of transportation of the Inter- [Not printed}'^ 

Allied troops of occupation, and of 
maintenance of said troops and of Cofn- 
missions, for Plebiscite Areas 

7 After discussion the Supreme Council referred to the Drafting Committee, for examina- 
tion and report, a note from General Weygand dated November i i, rgig (appendix G in 
original) relative to the expenses of transporting the inter-allied troops of occupation for the 
plebiscite areas ; it was furdier decided ‘that at the same time the Drafting Committee, after 
receiving from Marshal Foch an estimate of the expenses of maintenance of the Inter-Allied 
troops and Commissions in the plebiscite areas, should determine by whom such expenses 
should be borne in case the local revenues were not in all cases sufficient.’ 
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5- M. Berthelot informed the Council that a telegram had been received 
from Sofia saying that the Bulgarians were prepared to sign 
Signature of the Treaty without any conditions whatever. M. Stamboulisld® 

was anxious to be present at the signature oi the 1 reaty, but 
as he was just leaving Sofia he would not reach Paris for several days. He, 
(M. Berthelot) thought there would be no harm in awaiting M. Stambouliski’s 
arrival before proceeding to the signature of the Treaty, all the more so as 
there were several details still to be settled. For instance the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Government which had to sign the Austrian Treaty before signing the 
Bulgarian Treaty, was prepared to sign the former when the question of the 
distribution of tonnage had been adjusted. The Council had also decided 
that certain clauses were to be inserted in the Bulgarian Treaty relative to 
the neutrality of Switzerland.^ 

(It was agreed that there was no objection to awaiting the arrival of M. 

Stamhouliski before proceeding to the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty.) 


6. M. Berthelot informed the Council that according to a telegram from 

Prague the Gzecho-Slovak troops had already been ordered 
Retirement of Czecho- evacuate the mining district of Salgo Tarjan without 
mining^disirid^^ ^ awaiting a prior reimbursement of the Gzecho-Slovak 
Salgo Tarjan Government for expenses incurred by it on behalf of 

Hungary. M. Benes had desired to remain in occupation 
of two points in the neutral zone by way of guarantee, but if the Council did 
not agree with him he was not prepared to insist. 

7. General Weygand reminded the Council that at its meeting of November 

4th it had approved the communication sent by Marshal 
taffictnGermany German Government relative to the inter- 

ruption of railroad traffic in the occupied regions of 
Germany. The German Government had complied with the terms of this 
communication. Therefore, the day before Marshal Foch had consented to 
allow certain reductions in railroad traffic in the occupied territories. The 
matter was at that time settled satisfactorily to both sides. 

8. M. Berthelot informed the Council that a telegram from Belgrade had 

announced that the Serb-Groat-Slovene Government 
Distribution of Austrian ^/as ready to sign the Austrian Treaty as soon as the 

Commeicial Tonnage distribution of Austrian commercial tonnage had been 

between the Italian and o 

Serb-Croat-Slovene adjusted. 

Governments M. DE Martino stated that he had been informed the 

previous day that his Government and the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene Government had reached a complete agreement on this point. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

HSiel de Crillon, 


Paris^ Movember 12, igig, 

* Bulgarian Prime Minister in succession to M. Theodorov, 
^ See No. 18, note 4. 


See No. 13, note i. 
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Appendix A to No. 20 


Mote to Mr. Venizelos relative to Report of the Smyrna Commission of Inquiry 
Mr. President: 

The Supreme Council has received the letter which you were good enough to 
send it on the subject of the Smyrna Commission of Inquiry. It has also taken note 
of the report of that Commission, and has examined their conclusions.” 

During your hearing by the Supreme Council on Nov. 8th, you made certain 
reservations respecting the conditions imposed by that Commission on the Greek 
representative, Colonel Mazarakis. These conditions appear to have prevented 
him from questioning the Turkish witnesses, and even from reading and examining 
their depositions. As you already know, the Supreme Council had not been notified 
beforehand of the procedure contemplated by that Commission, and at the time 
when it decided to comply with your request relative to the communication of the 
testimony to the Greek Commissioner, the work of the Commission was already so 
advanced that it was no longer possible to give effect to the Council’s instructions. 

While thus admitting the reasonableness of the reservations which you thought 
fit to express, the Supreme Council does not think that the results of the Inquiry 
can be regarded as wholly vitiated, in so far as the excesses and acts of violence 
committed by the Greek troops are concerned. The Council has paid its tribute 
to the impartiality of the Members of the Commission, and to the scrupulous 
conscientiousness with which their work was performed. 

The Council agrees that the incidents, which took place after the debarkation 
of the Greek troops at Smyrna, appear to indicate an almost total absence of the 
precautionary measures on the part of the Greek civil and military authorities, 
which the circumstances required; this omission w^as the principal cause of the 
unfortunate incidents reported by the Commission. 

It is of opinion that, on the whole, the responsibility for the excesses committed 
and for measures the severity of w^hich was not justified by the actual circumstances, 
rests upon the Greek military authorities. You yourself, moreover, with the lofti- 
ness and sincerity of your character, have recognized these faults and these abuses, 
and have ordered the punishment of the guilty. 

The Supreme Council invites your most serious attention to these grave mistakes 
and trusts that the experience acquired by the Greek administration will enable it 
to avoid repeating them in the future. It takes note of your declarations respecting 
the order now prevailing in the city and in its neighbourhood. It hopes that the 
dangerous irritation which at present appears not to have entirely ceased along 
the limits of the zone of Greek occupation will gradually be diminished by the 
wisdom and justice of the Greek administration, and through the work of de- 
limitation recently completed by General Milne, Commander of the Allied Forces 
in Macedonia. 

Respecting the region of Aidin, the Powers have decided that in view of the 
practical difficulties and of the political drawbacks which the organization of an 
Inter- Allied occupation might entail, they pi"efer to maintain the situation as it 
actually exists and the Greek occupation. 

From another standpoint the Council wishes to obtain from you information 
as to the circumstances under which, in violation of the decisions of General Milne, 

” See No. 17, minute 2 and No. 18, minute 4, 
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the Greek troops are said to have crossed at Soma, under orders from the Greek 
Government, the line of demarkation fixed by the Inter-Ailied High Command. 

Lastly, the Supreme Council reminds you that the de facto occupation by the 
Greek troops of Smyrna and of the neighbouring district was only decided upon 
because of existing circumstances, and creates no new right for the future. This 
is merely a provisional measure which leaves entire liberty to the Peace Conference 
to settle the various problems presented by the Eastei’n Question upon considera- 
tion of the general position of the world and of the wishes and interests of the 
populations concerned. 


Appendix B to No. 20 

Telegram from the French High Commissioner at Constantinople 

CONSTANTINOPLE, November 1919- 

The Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople have the honour to inform 
their respective Governments that the Greek High Commissioner at Smyrna is 
attempting, more and more, to replace the authority of the Delegates of the High 
Commissioners and of the Turkish Government by taking complete charge of all 
matters. 

The Allied organizations controlling the press censorship, the port and the 
industries are interfered with to a great extent. The local police and courts are 
unable to function, as the Greek authorities refer not only the cases resulting from 
acts which would come regularly under military justice, but also all crimes or 
misdemeanours and even cases coming under the sole competence of civil courts, 
to the Greek Court Martial. 

On several occasions the Allied High Commissioners have called these facts to 
the attention of the Greek Minister at Constantinople, but without result. They 
request that the Supreme Council take any steps which it may judge opportune 
to provoke a change in Mr. Sterghiadis’ attitude, in order that the Interallied 
Organizations may perform the role which is assigned to them, and that the 
Ottoman Government functionaries may exercise their authority in accordance 
with the conditions covering the Greek military occupation. 


Appendix C TO No. 20 

Greek Delegation to the Peace Congress paris, jVby. 4, 1919. 

From: Venizelos, 

To: President Clemenceau. 

I have the honour to call to the attention of the Supreme Council of the Con- 
ference the situation created in Smyrna on account of the method employed by the 
Delegates of the Allied and Associated Powers concerning preventative censorship 
of the local press. 

They have been particularly severe in treating all publications favourable to 
Greek occupation. Recently, they suppressed an article, in La Lib erte in -which 
Mr. Sartiaux, a French Engineer, maintained that French and Greek interests in 
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Asia Minor, far from conflicting, were in perfect accord, and another in which the 
Greek High Commissioner was praised for his action in insuring the public lighting 
system, which was totally compromised by municipal negligence. 

On the other hand, they show a growing sympathy toward the so-called Turk 
nationalists, by allowing the publication of articles tending to excite the Mussul- 
man populations to revolt against the Greek authorities. In this way they give the 
impression to the agitators that their actions are tolerated and even encouraged 
by the Powers. 

An incident which occurred last week in Smyrna furnished undeniable proof of 
this attitude. 

The Turkish journal, the Sark, was allowed to publish a signed article, which was 
extremely violent in injuring Greece. This article stated, notably, that the Greeks 
and, in general, those who have fought against Turkey, are, ‘poisonous insects, 
sucking the blood of the Turks for a century and a half’. This publication produced 
a profound impression in Mussulman circles, who interpreted, as is natural, the 
toleration of the Inter- Allied censorship as an indication both of disfavour toward 
the Greek and sympathy toward the young-Turk I'evolution. 

Greek authority immediately instituted proceedings against the author of the 
article, proprietor of the journal, — a Turk of Bulgarian origin, formerly secretary 
of the Bulgarian Consulate at Smyrna, — and the responsible editor, before a court- 
martial which sentenced the first two to one year imprisonment and a fine of 2,000 
drachmas, and the third to six months imprisonment and a fine of 3,000 drachmas. 
The latter, having a good record, was put on probation and accorded immediate 
liberty. The French and Italian Delegates, at first alone, then accompanied by 
their English colleague, immediately protested to the Greek High Commissioner, 
stating that they could not agree to the actions taken against the publications 
authorized by the Inter-Allied censorship. The High Commissioner replied, with 
reason, that the Greek army assumes a triple responsibility in Smyrna, that of its 
own security, and th[?at of]^^ maintenance of public order, and finally the common 
interest of all the Allies, which is to see the vanquished enemy kept powerless to 
prejudice the Allied victories and resist the future decisions of the Conference as 
long as the armistice lasts. Conscious of these responsibilities, he fully approved the 
decision of the court-martial, as it was his strict duty to neglect nothing to prevent, 
in the zone of Greek occupation, an uprising of the Mussulman population. 
Mr. Sterghiadis further remarked that, from a juridical point of view, the visa 
of the censorship has no competence to suppress the publications of unlawful 
character, nor to prevent the proceedings to which such publications might give 
rise and which can, strictly speaking, include, in cases of extreme fault or fraud, 
the censors themselves. 

He did not fail to add that these censors assumed a heavy responsibility by 
showing such great severity toward everything favourable to Greek interest and so 
much indulgence toward everything which encouraged revolutionary actions on 
the part of the Turks. As to himself, if it were possible for him to be disinterested 
in the suppression of publications helpful or in praise of Greek occupation, it 
would be impossible for him to recognize that the Inter-Allied censorship has the 
right to protect the liberty of the Turkish press to the detriment of the security of 
the Greek army and of the maintenance of order. 

I have hastened to give my full approval to this statement and to prescribe the 
proper measures for a checking of the dangers created by this state of affairs. 

Xhe text here is uncertain. 



The occupation of Smyrna should have, natui'ally, caused the censorship of the 
press to be confided to Greek military authority. Desirous, however, of not wound- 
ing the susceptibility of the Allies, the Greek Government has tolerated the Inter- 
Allied censorship — and it is inclined to continue to do so — but in order to parry 
the serious incidents which have just been indicated, the Greek Government has 
decided to have a parallel and independent censorship exercised by the Greek 
military authorities. Thus, in the future, if the Inter- Allied censorship continues 
to prevent all publications which appear reprehensible to it, the Greek censorship 
can, in its turn, prevent all publications contrary to Greek interests. This pro- 
cedure can be a particular advantage, and is authorized by the Salonika precedent, 
by which, during the war, the Gommander-in-Ghief of the Eastern armies reserved 
the right to exercise, parallelly with the Greek censorship, and [an] Inter- Allied 
censorship, although the occupied country was Greek, and therefore Allied. This 
system would have still greater justification in Smyrna, as the army of occupation 
is in enemy country, and has more to fear for its security. 

In bringing the preceding to the attention of Your Excellency, I seize the oppor- 
tunity to point out that certain agents of the Powers disregard the intentions of 
their Governments, and continue to manifest, in a most unpleasant fashion, the ill 
humour which they feel in seeing Smyrna occupied by Greek forces. Considering 
the responsibilities which it has assumed by virtue of the mandate vested in it in 
Asia Minor, the Greek Government is unable — despite the deference which it is 
disposed to show toward the Delegates of the Allied Powers — to allow the security 
of its army to be imperiled, or the maintenance of public order confided to its 
trust to be compromised. 

I am persuaded that by these actions, the Greek Government complies with the 
real intentions of the Allied 'Powers, which for these reasons, should instruct their 
agents at Smyrna to consider the situation with the objectivity necessary in order 
to avoid the regrettable complications which the enemies of the Entente alone are 
able to take advantage of. 

Please agree, etc. *3 


Venizelos. 


Appendix D to No. 20 
Verbal Mote 

The Roumanian Government thanks the Supreme Council for the expressions 
of friendship and confidence which have been expressed and which are in accord 
with the firm desires of Roumania to maintain and develop her alliance and close 
collaboration. 

The Roumanian Government leaves nothing undone to accord the interests of 
Roumania with those of the Representatives of the Conference in every instance. 

To that end, a^ious to avoid any delays which, under the present circumstances 
in I-Iungary, might aggravate the situation, it hastens to reply to the proposals of 
the Conference regarding the institution and operation of Inter-Allied Commissions 
at Budapest. The Roumanian Government thinks it opportune to not postpone 
[iir] their operation until the solution of the other two points presented in the last 

^3 Intended as a translation of Fm/Ze.?: 



note from the Supreme Council concerning the Roumano-Hungarian frontiers 
and the Peace Treaty with Austria,'^ relative to which the Roumanian Government 
begs to again call the attention of the Peace Conference by exposing the Roumanian 
point of view which it will have the honour to forward later. 

The Roumanian Government is also happy to see that the Supreme Council, 
after having received and examined the Roumanian point of view as presented by 
Mr. Bratiano, affirm that there is not any noticeable difference of opinion on the 
general principle, in conformity with which the question of the requisitions made 
by the Roumanian army in Hungary is to be resolved. 

As to the application of these principles, Roumania gladly accepts the proposal 
of the Supreme Council to have an Inter-Allied Commission instituted at Budapest, 
and is ready to designate a Roumanian representative to that Commission. 

It further accepts — although not recognizing the necessity — that Inter-Allied 
organizations be established at Szolnok and Csongrad without delay for the control 
and verification of the car clearance of the trains crossing these bridges en route 
to Roumania. However, it would be opportune to accord other duties to these 
Commissions and in particular give them full authority to enforce the unloading 
of merchandise. 

Concerning the abusive application of the general instructions relative to 
requisitions, the Roumanian Government regrets to note that the Supreme Council 
considered them of an importance and nature which correspond neither with the 
spirit of the order or the discipline of the Roumanian army. 

The isolated cases which have been indicated to the Roumanian Government 
shall be investigated and any abuses confirmed shall be repaired and punished. 
However, to give the Sub-Commission on Reparations authority to receive com- 
plaints concerning abusive requisitions would be submitting the Roumanian 
military authorities to an International treatment to which none of the other Allied 
armies of occupation have been subjected. Under similar circumstances, it is well 
known that the Serbian army refused to admit the application of analogous 
measures in the Banat, at the time the French command made a proposal to that 
effect, and the representatives of the Conference did not insist on compliance by 
the Government at Belgrade, despite numerous complaints from those affected. 

The Roumanian Government fully shares the point of view of the Supreme 
Council with regard to the nature of the Hungarian Government and the condi- 
tions it must comply with. Having already turned over the rifles and ammunition 
destined for the police and Hungarian gendarmerie, the Roumanian forces have 
received orders to evacuate Hungary as far as the Theiss. They have postponed 
this evacuation up to the present time only at the request of the Allied repre- 
sentatives. They will also leave the territories between the Theiss and the new 
frontiers as soon as the Hungarian Government is in a position to furnish the 
necessary guarantees for the security of these territories. 

According to the agreement established between the Roumanian High Com- 
mand and the Representative of the Conference at Budapest, the retreat of the 
Roumanian troops will commence on November lo, with a margin of 3 days more 
or less, according to necessity. « 

The Roumanian Government is now preoccupied entirely with the work of 
reconstructing the Roumanian countries drained and impoverished by the count- 
less extortions eflected by the German and Austro-Hungarian annies during their 
occupation. 

November 2, igig. General Vaitoianu. 
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Appendix E to No. 20 

Telegram from Sir George Clerk, Budapest, to theSupeme Council, November gth, igig'^^ 
No. 6. 

With reference to telegrams Nos. 3 and 4.*® 

I venture to express my sincere opinion that decisions of Supreme Council in 
regard to evacuation by Roumanians, Czechs and Serbians and to action to be 
taken at Prague on question of coal will greatly help situation here. Atmosphere 
generally is much better than it was a fortnight ago and much uneasiness and mis- 
trust has been dissipated. Most significant sign is that Admiral Horthy and leaders 
of extreme left met in my house two days ago and Admiral Horthy’s declaration 
of impartiality and discipline of his army was fully accepted. There will always 
be a certain risk of incidents when Roumanians evacuate Budapest and Hungarians 
take over control but I had made up my mind as soon as I came here that such 
risk must be taken as nothing can really be done until Roumanians have left and I 
feel today danger is immeasurably less. Inter-Allied Mission of Generals, Admiral 
Troubridge and I have complete confidence in Admiral Horthy’s loyalty and 
sincerity and there is every reason to believe his hold over army is really eflfective. 

Question of police and gendarmerie is somewhat different. I had already dis- 
cussed matter with Inter-Allied Mission and I feel that their authority over police 
and gendarmerie is a guarantee against latter abusing their power. It is scarcely 
possible for Allies to send troops or even police in sufficient numbers and my 
considered opinion is that we must trust to our influence over Hungarian troops, 
gendarmerie and police. 

Inter-Allied Mission of Generals agree but we would suggest immediate despatch 
of 20 Allied officers, rank of major and captain, to be attached to various armies 
and police units would be valuable safeguard and assistance. 

Political situation is developing satisfactorily though there are still many 
obstacles to be overcome before complete solution can be reached. It must be 
realised that great bulk of opinion, mostly ignorant, in country stands behind 
Friedrich, Pendulum has swung violently from left to right but is now beginning 
to come slowly towards centre. But allqwance must be made for present state of 
populace and to some extent to natural prejudice, and changes of Government 
must be effected with as little disturbance of populace as possible. 

All responsible politicians, even these in Friedrich’s cabinet, now realize that 
coalition government must come and idea is becoming familiar to masses. Diffi- 
culties now are mainly reconciliation of personal interests and private political 
ambitions. I am not without hope of overcoming these difficulties, only patience 
is required. 

General sentiment of political leaders in country today so clearly recognises 
lines on which solution must be found and general atmosphere is so much better 
than it was a fortnight ago that I am fairly confident that law and order will be 
maintained. Impartiality of my mission is I think universally recognised as well as 
desire of Allies tc help Hungary and confidence felt in mission of Generals and 
Admiral Troubridge is a moral factor of immense value. 

It may take a little time to get satisfactory solution and Friedrich may resign 
and talk big but I am now much less anxious about internal peace and quiet here 

This telegram is printed by F. Dedk, op. cit., pp. 528-9. 

See No, 15, appendices A and B respectively. 
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and Hungarian forces being used for reaction and oppression. While we are all 
here Hungarians will behave soberly. 

Mission of Generals and Admiral Troubridge agree with terms of this telegram. 


Appendix F to No. 20 


No. 831. BUDAPEST, November 10, igig. 

From : Inter- Allied Military Mission, 

To : Supreme Council of the Peace Conference, Paris. 

The Roumanian Command today submitted a plan for the evacuation of 
Hungary as far as the Theiss river. The evacuation will commence on November 
13th and will last 10 days. The Roumanian representative was requested to give 
details concerning the continuation of the retreat to the frontier, but replied that 
orders covering the evacuation beyond the Theiss had not yet been received from 
Bucarest. The Roumanian plan implies the removal of all temporary bridges on 
the Theiss. The Mission will demand that these bridges and also the pontoon 
bridges be preseiwed until the retreat toward the frontier be completed. At the 
request of the Roumanians, the Allied guards will take over the Danube bridges 
and those which unite Bude to Pest on the morning of the 14th, until such time as 
the Roumanians will have evacuated the city. An Inter-Allied Commission has 
been designated to supervise the Hungarian Government in its disposition of the 
war prisoners detained by the Roumanians. The Mission recommends that all 
war prisoners be released by the Roumanians and given a chance to choose between 
Hungarian and Roumanian nationality without any conditions as to their former 
residence. 

Inter-Allied Military Mission. 

Budapest, 


No, 21 

H. D. 91.] Jsfotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon^s Rooniy Quai dHrsay^ Paris, on Thursday, 
November 13, jgig, at 10.^0 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

RnWi Sir Eyre Crowe; SECRETARY, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, Ah. Dutasta, M. 
Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. * 

M. de Martino; SECRETARY, M. Barone Russo. 

M. Al'atsui; SECRETARY, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretarlat: U.S.A. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. Frawce: M. de Percin. M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

British Empire’. General Sackville-West, General Groves, Lt.-Goionel 
Kisch, Commander Lucas, Mr. L. [A.] Leeper, Mr. Palairet. 

France : Colonel Roye, Captain Roper, M. Laroche. 

Italy: Lt.-Colonel Piccio, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


M. PicHON Stated that M. Clemenceau had asked him to apologize for 
being unable to be present at the opening of the meeting. He proposed to 
start with the second item on the agenda, viz.: the draft telegram to Sir 
George Clerk. 

I . (The Council had before it a draft telegram to Sir George Clerk prepared 
by Sir Eyre Crowe (see Appendix A).) 

Eyre Crowe called the attention of the Council to the 
last paragraph of the draft telegram. He had thought it 
necessary to call the attention of the Hungarian Government very specially 
to the necessity of its troops evacuating the Gomitadjes of Western Hungary, 
which had been given to Austria by the Treaty of Saint-Germain. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft telegram to Sir George Clerk (see Appendix A). 


2. (The Council had before it a note from the Drafting Committee dated 
November 3rd (see Appendix B) and a note from the British 
Instructiom to the Delegation dated November nth (see Appendix C).) 
Inter-Alhed Aero- Eyre Growe stated that the Supreme Council at its 

^imofContmlk of November ist had decided to obtain the advice 

Germany of tjhe Drafting Committee on the draft note prepared by the 

Aeronautical Representatives in answer to a communication 
of the German Government dated October 12th. The Drafting Committee, 
having alluded to the fact that the question was already covered by a para- 
graph of the protocol to be signed by the German Plenipotentiaries, had 
concluded that it was useless to send that note.’^ Since then, the question 
had again been discussed by the Aeronautical experts and the Drafting Com- 
mittee. They had come to the conclusion that the protocol did not cover all 
the violations which the Germans had committed under that heading. Under 
these conditions it appeared advisable to reply to the German note of October 
1 2 th, and he thought that it would be necessary to put the question once 
more before the Drafting Committee. 

M. DE Martino agreed that Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal was very opportune. 
It was a most important point which they should not leave in the air, and he 
insisted that the proposal of the British representative be taken into con- 
sideration. 

Captain Roper said it was indeed extremely advisable that the views of 
the Supreme Council on that point should be made clear. There w^ere, how- 
ever, two ways of proceeding: they could either reply directly to the German 
Armistice Commission, or confine themselves to sending instructions to 
^ See No. 10, minute 4, and No. II, minute 5. 
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General Masterman. The draft instructions could be sent immediately, but 
tiie Drafting Committee was of the opinion that it would be advisable to await 
the coming into force of the Treaty before answering the Germans. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Drafting Committee might prepare at the 
same time draft instructions for General Masterman and a reply to the 
German Armistice Commission, which would be sent at a later date. 

Mr. Polk wished to ask to what extent the Germans could dispose of their 
aeronautical material, balloons, Zeppelins, etc. 

General Groves stated that the Germans could not dispose of anything 
which might be considered military or naval aeronautical material. 

Mr. Polk inquired who was the court of appeal on the military or naval 
character of that material. 

General Groves answered that it was the Aeronautical Commission of 
Control. 

It was decided : 

to entrust the Drafting Committee to prepare in agreement with the 

technical experts: 

(1) draft instructions for General Masterman ; 

(2) a reply to the German note of October 12th, concerning German aero- 

nautical material. • (See Appendices B and C.) 

3. (The Council had before it a draft letter to the German Delegation 
regarding elections in Upper Silesia (see Appendix D).) 
Uppefsile^a^^^^^^ PoLK said that the elections which had just taken 

place in Upper Silesia were partly favourable to the Poles. 
Would it not be inadvisable, under these circumstances, to obhge the 
Plebiscite Commission to hold these elections in all cases null and void? 

M. Laroche said he had asked himself the same question. The Polish 
Press considered those elections a great success for the Polish cause. The 
German papers, however, brought out the fact that the Poles had not ob- 
tained half the votes recorded. From a legal point of view it seemed difficult 
to annul the elections only in part; he thought it better to stick to the principle 
of declaring all elections void. The Plebiscite Commission might take on the 
spot all necessary administrative measures to maintain, in extraordinary 
cases, the election in certain municipalities. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that Mr. Polk’s observation might be satisfied by 
changing the last paragraph. They might use, instead of saying, ‘That the 
Powers will consider as null and void’, the words, ‘That they will hold them- 
selves entitled to consider null and void, etc.’ On the other hand, the Powers 
wished this note to put an end to the exchange of correspondence with the 
Germans on that question. He, therefore, thought it more advisable to omit 
the paragraph beginning with the words, ‘in this connection tire observations, 
etc.’;2 as a matter of fact that paragraph contained allegations of fact which 

2 The paragraph in appendix D beginning: Tn this respect the statements etc.’ It is 
evident from Sir E. Crowe’s quotations that the tesxt before him was not verbally identical 
with that in appendix D. 
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the Germans would be tempted to answer. If this omission were approved, 
the fifth paragraph beginning with the words, ‘It is, however, a matter of 
surprise, etc.’ might well be placed at the end of paragraph 2 which began 
with the words, ‘if the Versailles Treaty, etc.’ 

It was decided : 

to approve the draft letter to the German Delegation concerning muni- 
cipal elections in Upper Silesia, with the following changes : 

(1) omission of paragraph 4, beginning with the words, ‘In this connection, 

etc.’ ; 

(2) paragraph 5, beginning with the words, ‘It is, however, a matter of 

surprise, etc.’ should be placed at the end of paragraph 2, which 
begins with the words; ‘If the Versailles Treaty, etc.’ 

(3) in the last paragraph replace the words, ‘that they will consider as null 

and void’ by the words, ‘that they will hold themselves entitled to 
consider null and void, etc.’ (see Appendix D). 

4* 

All<^ancatoG«,eral [Not printed] 

Officers attached to 
Military Missions of 
Control who are not 
Chairmen either of 
Commissions or sub- 
commissions 


5. (The Council had before it a draft note to the Roumanian Government 


Draft note to the 
Roumanian Government 


prepared by M. Berthelot (see Appendix F).) 

M. Berthelot read the draft note. 

M. Glemenceau 3 wished to inform the Council that he 


had been asked to receive General Goanda and M. Antonescu; he would 


receive them that afternoon, and he intended to confine himself to advising 
them to accept without further delay all the demands which were formulated 
by the Conference. 

Mr. Polk asked whether, in making reference in the second last paragraph 
of the letter to: ‘arrangements to be concluded with Hungary, Bulgaria and 
Russia’4 they did not seem to commit themselves to giving Bessarabia to 
Roumania, in the event of the latter country complying with the Coimcii’s 
demands. 

M. Berthelot did not think so; the question certainly had been discussed 
by a Commission which had come to the unanimous decision to give the 
whole of Bessarabia to Roumania, but the Council had not taken any decision 
to that effect, and its liberty of action remained unimpaired. 

M. Glemenceau stated they would wait before taking a final resolution 
until all the delegates had received their instructions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated he had already received his. 

3 M. Glemenceau had entered the meeting during the discussiqn of the previous item. 

+ The phrase is not present in the text of the file copy of appendix F as printed below. 
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Mr. Polk thought that the instructions he already had gave him .sufficient 
authority to accept the draft under discussion. He would, however, let the 
Council know his decision at the next meeting. 

M. DE Martino said that, as far as he was concerned, he expected to 
receive his instructions that very evening. He felt the greatest confidence in 
the outcome of the interview which M. Glemenceau would have that after- 
noon with General Goanda and M. Antonescu. He expressed the hope that 
M. Glemenceau would speak to them with the firmness which he so well 
knew how to employ, and felt certain that he would obtain the results the 
Council desired. General Goanda was very intimate with M. Bratiano and 
capable of having a good influence upon him. He wondered whether it was 
wise to discuss, as they were doing in the draft before them, the behaviour 
of Roumania during the war. They were running the risk of starting a pole- 
mic, for Roumania would certainly be sure to answer that she had herself 
been abandoned by Russia. 

M. Glemenceau remarked that they also had been abandoned by Russia, 
which had not prevented their carrying on the war to an end. Three months 
before the Bucharest Peaces he had warned M. Bratiano that he was com- 
mitting his country to a disastrous policy. M. Bratiano had protested that he 
would never conclude a separate peace, a protest which had not prevented 
his doing so. 

Sir Eyre Growe asked whether a period of six days was not a little short. 

M. Glemenceau replied he thought there was point in giving the Rouma- 
nians a rather short period; they would thus bring them to ask for a prolonga- 
tion which the Council would grant. But the very fact of their having asked 
for a prolongation would, as a matter of fact, commit the Roumanians to an 
answer. 

M. DE Martino thought it would be necessary to impose upon the 
Roumanians a definite time for the evacuation of the Hungarian territory 
to the east of the Theiss. 

M. Glemenceau wished to know whether the Council would give him 
authority to acquaint unofficially the Roumanian delegates he was to see 
that afternoon with the draft under discussion. 

Mr. Polk said he would very willingly give this authority, especially as 
this document seemed to him remarkably well drafted. 

Sir Eyre Growe asked what their attitude would be should the Roumanian 
delegates, after having been unofficially acquainted with the draft note, ask 
for a postponement of the official communication of the note. 

M. Glemenceau thought that they should in any case send the note as 
soon as it had been definitely approved. 

It was decided: 

to authorize M. Glemenceau to communicate unofficially to the Rou- 
manian delegates the substance of the draft note to the Roumanian 
Government (see Appendix F). 

5 The reference was to the Treaty of Bucharest concluded on May 7, 1918, between 
Roumania and the Central Powers. 
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6. Mr. Polk wislied to ask, as a matter of information, whether the situation 
liacl been modified since the Luxemburg question had 
I^cognidon of the Grand- discussed in the Council.^ He had been informed 

British Government had recognized the Govern- 
ment of the Grand Duchess. 

M. Clemenceau had not heard that there had been any such recognition 
on the part of the British Government. Great Britain had only sent a repre- 
sentative to the wedding of the Grand Duchess, He would,, however, be 
glad if Sir Eyre Crowe would acquaint himself with the exact situation. The 
situation as between France and Luxemburg was as follows: the majority of 
the Luxemburgers was favourable to a Tapprochement’ with France, but the 
French did not wish to commit themselves to a policy which might involve 
them in difficulties with Belgium. As for the present Government of Luxem- 
burg, the Grand Duchess was German by birth, and he believed, by sympathy. 
She was, however, obliged at this time to appear very francophile. There 
were no present difficulties between France and Belgium on the general 
question. The only question in dispute was a certain railroad administered 
by the Alsace-Lorraine Railroads, which Bismarck had taken away from 
France in 1871. The Belgians were claiming this railroad, which the French 
could not give them. That was a very small difficulty, which furthermore, 
was on the point of being settled. It was essential that the Principal Powers 
should act in accord concerning the recognition of the present Luxemburg 
Government. 

M. Berthelot said the Belgians had asked the French whether they 
intended to recognize the Grand Ducal Government. They had answered 
it was for the Belgians first to take a decision on that point. The Belgians 
had then said they preferred to abstain provisionally from recognizing the 
Government of the Grand Duchess, and the French had based their attitude 
upon the Belgian. The sending of a representative by the British Govern- 
ment to the wedding of the Grand Duchess had been a mere act of courtesy. 
Nevertheless from information they had received, it would appear that there 
had been at the same time recognition of the Luxemburg Government by 
Great Britain. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he would get information on the subject^ and com- 
municate it to the Council. (The question was then adjourned.) 

® See No. 15, minute ii. 

7 Sir G. Grahame, Minister in H.M. Embassy at Paris, had reported in telegram 
No. 1154 of November 5, 1919, to Lord Gurzon: ‘I have notified [French] Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs of decision of His Majesty’s Government to recognise Grand Duchess of 
Luxemburg. Ministry for Foreign Affairs expressed astonishment at action of His Majesty’s 
Government, it having been understood that the two countries would act together in regard 
to such recognition. Belgian Government had told French Government that they were not 
recognising Her Royal tiighness and French Government replied that [they] were not doing 
so either.’ The matter was investigated at the Foreign Office and on November 14, 1919, 
the following telegram, No. 1257, was sent by Lord Gurzon to Sir G. Grahame: ‘Please 
express to French Government sincere regret of His Majesty’s Government that in according 
recognition to Luxemburg Government previous assurance that no such action would be 
taken without consultation with the French Government was unfortunately overlooked by 

306 



7. Mr. Polk wished to say a few words to the Council on the question of 
German oil tank ships. On September 27th, the Supreme Council 
German Oil ^ which he was a party, had decided to ask the Germans 

Tank lips (j^eiiver the 14 German oil tank ships which were lying at 

Hamburg.® Since that date he had several times discussed the question 
with Sir Eyre Crowe and Mr. Henry Berenger. There was a good deal of 
feeling in America on that question : for that reason he earnestly wished that, 
pending the outcome of negotiations, the ships under discussion should stay 
where they were. He thought his proposal would not raise any difficulties, 
as he hoped to arrive at a solution within three or four days. 

M. Glemenceau asked what were his objections to these ships being taken 


to an Allied port. 

Mr. Polk said that certain declarations Mr. Hoover had made had given 
the impression in America that the fate of these ships was already settled. 
Out of that arose the question which was the object of the negotiations then 


in progress. 5 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that in the protocol submitted for the German 
signature’'® the Council had confirmed the decision of September 27th by 
asking the delivery of all these ships, without specifying them by name. It did 
not seem possible to ask the Germans now to keep these ships ; that would be 
to publish a difference of views between the Allies. It was to be hoped, how- 
ever, that the Germans had not yet delivered the ships in question. If by 
chance they had already done so it would be sufficient to instruct the Naval 
Armistice Commission to retain these ships without doing anything with 
them for the moment. He hoped Mr. Polk would not see any objection to 


this procedure. 

Mr. Polk said that the record of the meeting of September 27th showed 
that those ships were to be delivered to the Allies, but did not specify under 
what conditions the temporary operation of these ships should be regulated. 
He feared that if these ships were to be delivered by the Germans in the Firth 
of Forth a wrong interpretation of this measure would spread in America. 

M. Glemenceau asked that the discussion be adjourned to the following 
day. 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November ij, igig. 


us. Question was raised suddenly by enquiry of Belgian Government whether the King 
would be represented at wedding of Grand Duchess, when it was erroneously assumed that 
this involved prior recognition of Belgian Government. It is too late to recede but His 
Majesty’s Government are sincerely vexed at having given even niom’entary ground for 
the impression which had no foundiitiQn in fact, that they desired in the smallest degree 
to go behind backs of French and Belgian Governments. Repeated to The Hague No. 1496, 
Brussels No. 208.’ H.M. Ambassador at Brussels was authorized to speak to the Belgian 
Minister of Foreign Affairs in a similar sense. 

® See Vol. I, No. 66, minute i. 

® See No. 22, minute 2. 
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Appendix A TO No. 21 

Telegram from the Supreme Council to Sir George Clerk 

PARIS, November 12, igig. 

The Supreme Council have this morning considered your telegram No. 6 of 
November gth,” They desire to express their satisfaction at the success with 
which your efforts to unite different parties in a temporary coalition government 
are meeting. The Supreme Council are gratified to learn that in your opinion 
Admiral Horthy’s assurances that the troops under his command will submit them- 
selves to the wishes of the Peace Conference may be regarded as inspiring con- 
fidence. You will no doubt continue to bear in mind and to impress on all parties 
concerned that whatever political arrangements are now arrived at, they must 
afford no opportunity for aiding or favouring the return, whether by overt or 
covert methods, of the Hapsburg dynasty, an event which the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers would regard as a disaster and would in no case permit. 

You will by this time have received the communications of the Supreme Council 
to the Roumanian, Czecho-Slovak and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments, dated 
November 7th calling on them to evacuate such parts of Hungary as are at present 
occupied by their forces. Satisfactory assurances have already been received 
from the Czecho-Slovak Government. In a note from the Roumanian Govern- 
ment received yesterday, an undertaking is given of immediate evacuation of 
Hungary, but only as far as the Theiss. The Supreme Council have already, as 
you know, informed the Roumanian Government that they are required to evacu- 
ate the whole of Hungary at present occupied by them. The Roumanian note is 
unsatisfactory in every respect and the Supreme Council are now considering what 
attitude they should adopt to make their authority respected. As soon as a decision 
is reached, you shall be duly informed. 

The Supreme Council have also considered your proposal that the Allies should 
despatch twenty officers with the rank of major and captain for the Hungarian 
gendarmerie. They are favourably disposed to this proposal, but a reference to 
the several Governments is necessary before it can be definitely approved. The 
expenditure involved would no doubt be borne on the budget of the gendarmerie 
and be at the charge of the Hungarian Government. 

The^= Supreme Council continue to receive from Vienna complaints that the 
troops of General [sici Horthy refuse to evacuate the districts of Western Hungary 
assigned to the Austrian Republic by the treaty of St. Geimiain. They ask you to 
call the attention of the Hungarian military authorities to the necessity of agreeing 
to the territoi'ial frontiers fixed by the Peace Conference as a preliminary to any 
measures of recognition or support. 

” See No. 20, minute 3 and appendix E. 

Cf. No. 15, minute i, 

^3 See No. 20, minute 6. 

See No. 20, appendix D. 

Note in original: ‘Note by the British Delegation. This paragraph has been added 
as it seems op^jortune to settle this question at the same time as the evacuation of the 
Hungarian territory,’ 



Appendix B to No. 21 
Mote for the General Secretariat 

In view of the clauses of the Protocol addressed to Germany, it did not appear, 
in accord with the Inter-Allied High Command, opportune to reply to the German 
Note of October 12, relative to aeronautical material, at the present time.^ 

In case, however, that the Inter-Allied Aviation Service would deem it necessary 
to not leave the said German note without response, it would be advisable to wait 
until the entry into force of the Treaty, as the stipulations of the Treaty could be 
more forcefully supported by the Aeronautic Control Mission which at that time 
will be definitely qualified to act officially. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
PIenri Fromageot. 

Moimnber igig. 


Appendix C to No. 21 


II November, igig. 

My dear Ambassador : 

, . . F® have the honour to inform Your Excellency that, since this decision was 
taken, the French and British aeronautical experts and the French and British 
Legal Advisers have again discussed the question and have arrived at the conclu- 
sion that the paragraph in the Protocol referred to above does not adequately deal 
with all the offences committed by the Germans in connection with this matter 
and that notably the following resolutions passed by the Supreme Council are not 
covered by the paragraph : 

‘That the German Government shall be informed that the Allies are aware 
that service types of aircraft are being converted to commercial use, and that 
the President of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control shall be 
the sole judge as to whether any aircraft is of a service type or otherwise. 

That the German Government shall be informed that the 500 engines sold 
to private companies shall be delivered to the Allies at once at a place to be 
specified, and all other material of this description shall forthwith be handed 
over to the Inter- Allied Commission of Control. (August 6th). 

Most particularly, Germany may neither sell, give away or export any 
aeronautical material (aircraft, motors, spare parts) including motors captured 
from the Allies, or converted aircraft known as civil aircraft, which are in fact 
war material, (August 22nd). 

That all aex'onautical material existing in Germany shall be considered as 
war material and may in consequence be neither transported, removed, lent, 
used nor destroyed, but shall be stored until such time as the Inter-Allied 
Supervisory Air Commission shall have made a pronouncement with regard 
thereto. (September 29th).’ 

The propriety of some of these resolutions is indeed even questioned in the 

The first two paragraphs of this note are omitted. They corresponded to Sir E, Crowe’s 
verbal recapitulation to the Supreme Council of the relevant events of November i, 1919, 
leading up to the acceptance by the Supreme Council that afternoon of the conclusion of the 
Drafting Committee that no note regarding this matter should be sent to the German 
Government; see minute 2 and note I above. 
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German note of October 12th, to which the draft, suppressed by the Council/' 
was intended to be the reply. 

It appears most desirable that these resolutions, which have been transmitted 
to the German Government, should if possible be rigorously enforced, and it would 
appear that this can be done by the Chairman of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical 
Commission of Control as soon as ratifications of the Treaty have been deposited 
and the Commission begins to work. 

If this is the case, it would seem advisable that the Supreme Council should 
address a communication to that effect to the Chairman of the Commission who, 
if he attempted to enforce the resolutions in present circumstances, would doubtless 
lay himself open to the retort that the German authorities have received no answer 
to the communication which they have addressed to the Supreme Council 
questioning its right to pass these resolutions. • 

It should further be noted that the German note referred to also raises certain 
points regarding the interpretation of the Treaty which require decisions of the 
Council for the guidance of General Masterman, to whom the German Aero- 
nautical authorities have communicated the substance of the note. 

I would accordingly venture to suggest that the Legal Advisers should be 
requested to examine the German note of October 12th in connection with the 
resolutions above-quoted and to draft a conamunication to General Masterman on 
the subject for submission to the Supreme Council. 

Believe me, etc.'® 

His Excellency Monsieur P. Dutasta, 

Ambassador, Secretary General of the 
Peace Conference, Paris. 

Appendix D to No. 21 
Proposed Letter to the German Delegation 

To Baron von Lersner, President of the German Delegation. 

In response to the c^uestion asked on October 30 last by the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, the German Delegation replied, on November 7, that the municipal 
elections in Upper Silesia would take place on the 9th instant,'® At the same time, 
it explained the motives for which the Prussian Government thought it could dis- 
regard the observations of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

If the literal meaning of the Treaty of Versailles be strictly adhered to, there can 
be no question but that the Prussian State has the right, up to the coming into 
force of the Ti'eaty, to administer the territory of Upper Silesia to be submitted 
to a plebiscite. 

In fact, there is no doubt but that the results of the municipal elections con- 
ducted under these circumstances, being the first popular vote since the signing of 
the Treaty, would be interpreted by the national parties in opposition as an indica- 
tion of their respective strengths, which indication might be falsified in such a 
manner as to prejudice the result of the plebiscite. It would therefore seem prob- 
able that these elections are to serve as pretext to an agitation destined to influence 
the future vote relative to the destiny of the country, although the conditions under 

'7 For this draft see No. 10, appendix D. 

'8 Signature lacking in original of this appendix. 

See No. 8, appendix F and No. 18, appendix A. 



which the balloting is taking place at the present time are far from resembling 
those which are to govern the operations of the plebiscite. 

In this respect, the statements contained in your letter of November 7 relative 
to voting facilities to the Poles, and even to refugees, could not even be alluded to. 
Everybody knows that a large number of Poles had to leave Upper Silesia on 
account of recent troubles. As to those who remained, the Allied and Associated 
Powers have good reasons to fear that they are not in the proper condition to 
express their vote with all the desired freedom. 

Moreover, it is surprising that the Prussian Government, in order to proceed to 
these elections, has awaited the moment when the coming into force of the Treaty, 
it cannot deny this, is near. 

Under these conditions, the Allied and Associated Powers are obliged to inform 
the German Government that they consider the municipal elections which have 
been held by Geimany in Upper Silesia before the coming into force of the Treaty, 
and against their motivated advice, null and void. The International Commission 
will therefore be invited to take the proper measures in this respect immediately 
upon its going into operation. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix F to No. 21 
Draft of a Note to the Roumanian Government 

November 13, igig. 

The Supreme Council has fully noted the Roumanian reply dated November 
2nd and signed by General Voitoianu.*"^ The Council is obliged to affirm that this 
note is entirely unsatisfactory to the Allied and Associated Powers, and very 
seriously compromises relations between Roumania and the Allies. The Allies 
must request the Roumanian Government to make an unconditional answer. 

Since the commencement of August, that is, from the time of the Roumanian 
occupation of Budapest, the Peace Conference has unceasingly requested Rou- 
mania to adopt an attitude in Hungary consistent with the principles of the Allies 
in common, and the engagements by which they are bound. 

With indefatigable patience, and animated by the respect of the Allies for one 
another, and with the hope that the Roumanian Government would finally realize 
that it cannot with impunity disregard these principles, and escape the reciprocal 
engagements of the Allies, the Peace Conference has made every effort to maintain 
the ties which unite the Allies with Roumania and to obtain Roumania’s com- 
pliance with the decisions of the Supreme Council: on August 4, Augxist 5, 
August 6, August 7, August 14, August 23, August 25, September 5, October 12, 
November 3, and November 7 urgent requests were communicated to that end to 
the Government at Bucarest.^® 

All these patient efforts resulted only in the reply of November 2, appeasing in 
words, but negative in fact: concerning the three questions asked, acceptance of 
the frontiers fixed by the Supreme Council; signing of the Treaty with Austria 
and the Minorities Treaty; arrangement of the Hungarian sittaation; the note 
disregards the first two and replies only to the third. 

Even on the third, none of the demands have been satisfactorily agreed to. The. 
principle of discontinuing requisitions in Hungary is admitted, it is true, and also 
the institution of an Inter- Allied Commission at Budapest for the application of 
See Vol. I passim, and, in the present volmne. No. 12, minute 3 and No. 15, minute i . 



these principles, but Roumania, in making this latter concession, does not agree 
that the Commission have authority to unload the merchandise which has accumu- 
lated in Hungarian cars on account of being held up for verification at the bridges, 
at this time, or that the Commission be qualified to receive complaints or to 
conduct inquiries into the abuses committed by the Roumanian military authorities. 
The retreat of the Roumanian troops is agreed to only as far as the Theiss, which 
does not comply with the decision of the Powers which specifies the evacuation of 
all Hungarian territory and their retreat to beyond the frontiei's definitely fixed by 
them, a decision which was immediately agreed to by the other neighbouring 
States, Gzecho-Siovakia and Serbia. 

To sum up, the Roumanian Government has continued for three months and 
a half to negotiate with the Conference, from Power to Power, and has not taken 
into account any other rights or interests than her own, and by refusing [i-ir] to 
accept the responsibilities of solidarity, although wishing to benefit from any 
advantages resulting therefrom. 

The Conference makes a last appeal to the wisdom of the Government and of 
the Roumanian people before deciding the serious resolution of severing all rela- 
tions with Roumania. The right of the Conference to be heard is based essentially 
upon the fact that Roumania owes to the Allied victory the incalculable service of 
having reconstituted her national unity by doubling her territory and her popula- 
tion. Without the immense sacrifices of the Allies, Roumania would be decimated, 
ruined and in bondage, and without any possible hope at the present time. 
Roumania entered the struggle for her own freedom at the end of the second year 
of the war, and by dictation [dictating] her own conditions; it is time she made 
great sacrifices, and suffered hard trials, but she finally agreed to treat separately 
with the enemy and to submit to his law at a time when she still had under arms 
an army of more than 400,000 men; her liberty and her victory, as well as her 
future, she owes to the Allies. 

How can such a situation be lost sight of, and so soon forgotten by Roumanian 
statesmen? 

In any event, the Supreme Council can wait no longer; Roumania is therefore 
invited to comply, without discussion, reservations or conditions, with the following 
resolutions: 

(ist) to entirely evacuate Hungarian territory by withdrawing to beyond the 
frontiers definitely fixed by the Conference; 

(2nd) to agree to the constitution of an Inter-Allicd Commission for deciding, 
controlling and judging the requisitions made in Hungary from the commencement 
of Roumanian occupation; 

(3rd) to sign the Treaty with Austria and the Minorities Treaty. 

The Supreme Council will wait six days for an affirmative or a negative reply 
by the Roumanian Government. 

If this reply is not satisfactory to the Supreme Council of the Allies, the Allies 
have decided to inform Roumania that she has become separated from them. 
They shall invite Roumania to immediately recall her Delegates to the Peace 
Gonierence, and will withdraw their diplomatic missions at Bucarest. 

As to the fixing of frontiers still undetermined, the Peace Conference shall 
cease to sustain the territorial claims of Roumania. 

It would be with the deepest regret that the Supreme Council of the Allies would 
be forced to break with Roumania, but the Council feels that it has been patient 
to the extreme limit. 



No. 22 


H. D. 92.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. PichorCs Room^ Quai d’Orsay^ Paris, on Friday, 

November 14, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire : Sir Eyre Crowe ; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France’. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin, Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral McGuliy, U.S.N., Lt.-Gommander Koehler, 
U.S.N., Mr. E. L. Dresel, Mr. W. H. Buckler, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire : General Hammond, Commander Dunne, Mr. A. Deeper. 
France: M. Henry Berenger, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. de 
Montille, M. Arnaroy, M. Aron. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey, Gomdt. Ingianni. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. M. Glemenceau reported his conversation of the previous day with 

General Coanda and M. Antonescu. They had asked that 

Draft Nje tote period for a reply be extended from six to eight days 

Roumanian Government . ^ ^ 

inasmuch as they declared that they were able to assure 
him that within that time the Supreme Council would receive a favourable 
answer, without qualifications, from the Roumanian Government. They had 
also asked that the sentence dealing with the conclusion of peace, while a 
Roumanian army of 400,000 men was still in the field, be expunged. His 
impression was that the Roumanians were really ready at last to give satis- 
faction on all points. He thought that when so doing they might try to discuss 
the question of the Minorities Treaty, but he did not think that they would 
offer serious resistance on this point and that any such discussion would really 
amount to nothing. 

M. DE Martino reminded M. Glemenceau that at the previous meeting he 
had expressed the greatest confidence in the outcome of the intemew between 
M, Glemenceau and General Coanda and M. Antonescu, and he was glad 
to see that his confidence had in every way been justified. 

M. Glemenceau replied that it was as a result of his association with his 
Italian colleagues that he had acquired diplomatic skill. He suggested that 
a decision as to sending the draft note to the Roumanian Government be 
postponed until all the delegates had received the instructions of their 
Governments. 

(This suggestion was agreed to.) 
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2. Mr. Polk desired briefly to summarize the present status of the question 
of oil tank ships. On September 27th, after the matter had 
m^Tanfships^'^^ discussed at several prior meetinp, the Supreme Coun- 

I an ups decided to allocate the tankers in accord with the plan 

of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive. At that time he had accepted 
and joined in the decision without being fully aware of the purport of the 
prior discussions and of the attitude of his Government. The position taken 
by the United States was that behind this question the ultimate and beneficial 
ownership of the tankers was a question for the Reparation Commission. 
The remaining question, which was the troublesome one, was as to the tem- 
porary allocation of these tankers. Messrs. Davis and Hoover had thought 
that this latter question had already been decided in a sense contrary to that 
of the decision of September 27th, which had temporarily allocated these 
vessels between Great Britain, France, Italy and Belgium. When that decision 
had been communicated to his Government it had protested against it 
because it felt that this was contrary to a decision already taken. He now 
wished to suggest that pending a final decision, which he hoped would very 
shortly be arrived at, nine of the fourteen tankers in question be allowed to 
remain where they were so that there would be no change in the situation. 
He wished to explain the reasons for this suggestion. There was a great deal 
of feeling in the United States, and if the temporary allocation decided upon 
by the A.M.T.E. were to be put into effect it would cause his Government 
great embarrassment. If the decision of September 27th could be rescinded, 
and the tankers could be held where they then were pending a final decision, 
the shipping question he thought would become very simple. 

M. Clemengeau asked why only nine of the tankers were spoken of. How 
many were there? 

M. Berenger replied that there were fourteen. 

M. Clemengeau inquired why Mr. Polk had raised the point with respect 
to only nine of them. , 

Mr. Polk explained that nine of these tankers were claimed by a sub- 
sidiary of the Standard Oil Company. 

M. Clemengeau said that he then understood that no question was raised 
as to the temporary allocation of the other five tankers. 

Mr. Polk said that that was the case. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that a formal demand had been made upon 
the Germans to deliver these tankers. Furthermore, in the protocol drawn 
up for their signature, the point of the undelivered tankers had been specifi- 
cally brought up. With respect to the attitude to be taken towards the 
German Government it seemed to him quite impossible to modify this 
demand which'' had already been formally made. The Germans had been 
playing for time and counting on dissension between the Allied and Associated 
Powers. If the Germans had not yet delivered these tankers, and did not do 
so within a week or two, Mr. Polk’s views would be partially met and the 
situation would be facilitated. If the ships had been delivered he was willing 
in deference to Mr. Polk’s urgent representations to agree that the decision 
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of September 27th be modified, but only to the following extent: if the 
tankers had been delivered to the Armistice Commission they should remain 
in the hands of the Armistice Commission instead of being temporarily 
allocated in the manner theretofore decided upon by the A.M.T.E. 

M. Berenger read the decision of September 27th (h.d. 62,' Minute i). 
This decision had been arrived at unanimously after a long and careful study 
of the question. 

Mr. Polk said that was not so as far as he was concerned. 

M. Berenger mentioned several instances showing that the United States 
Representatives on various Committees had been thoroughly familiar with 
the question in all its phases. Mr. Polk himself had had the question put on 
the agenda on September 23rd. Previously there had been a full discussion 
at a meeting at which Mr. Dulles and others had been present. Telegrams 
had been exchanged and certainly the question was one of such importance 
that the United States Government must have been fully aware of it. As soon 
as the decision had been made known great pressure had been brought to 
bear both in New York and Berlin. The first effect of that pressure was that 
the Shipping Board had committed an act of violence in holding up the 
steamer Imperator and other passenger ships in contravention of the 
decision of the Supreme Council. Furthermore pressure had been exerted in 
Berlin to keep the tankers in Hamburg and not have them go to the Firth’ of 
Forth. This pressure had been brought by the Standard Oil Company which 
claimed the ownership of the stock of the Deutsch-Amerikanische Petroleum 
Gesellschaft. In October 1914 the tanker Leda had been taken by the 
British as a prize of war and condemned by a Prize Court, but thereafter, as 
a result of American representations, this ship had been given up by England 
to the American Government for the Standard Oil Company. The Leda 
had been given up by the British Government as a result of the Standard 
Oil Company’s claim of ownership of the stock of the Deutsch-Amerikanische 
Petroleum Gesellschaft. Twenty seven other ships of the Deutsch-Amerika- 
nische Petroleum Gesellschaft in United States ports had been recognized 
as belonging to the Standard Oil Company, and judgments of competent 
courts had affirmed the Standard Oil Company’s ownership of the stock in 
question prior to the time the United States entered the war; but the con- 
tention of the United States that the tankers now at Hamburg were in the 
same situation could not be sustained. He had heard rumours from well 
informed sources that before the United States entered the war, i.e,, in 1916, 
the Standard Oil Company had alienated its stock-holdings to a German 
concern. He agreed with Mr. Polk that the question of final ownership of the 
tankers could only properly be settled by the Reparation Commission. He 
wished to emphasize the fact that the solution of this question was most 
pressing; in fact it was vital inasmuch as some 50 thousand tons were involved 
and the scarcity of petroleum was world wide. On the other hand he agreed 
entirely with Sir Eyre Crowe with respect to the present disposition of these 
tankers. It would obviously not do to let the Germans see that there was still 
r Vbl. I, No. 66. 



dissension on this point between the Allied and Associated Powers, dissension 
resulting from a question of private ownership and interests. The German 
need for petroleum had been recognized and that difficulty had been settled. 
The Germans had only begun to emphasize their lack of petroleum in July 
and they had requested the use of ships to remedy the existing scarcity. The 
Supreme Council had decided that these tankers could circulate under the 
Inter-Allied flag for one voyage; it had been thought that this would supply 
the German needs. He took note of what Mr. Polk had said regarding the 
feeling of the United States but he wished to point out that before any con- 
cession could be made to the views of the United States Government the 
Shipping Board would certainly have to release the Impemtor and the other 
passenger steamers which were being illegally retained in United States 
ports. The questions were closely connected. If the Shipping Board released 
the ships referred to the nine tankers in question might go to the Firth of 
Forth and be held there until a final decision on this question was reached. 
In the meanwhile the other five tankers should be disposed of pursuant to the 
decision of the A.M.T.E. relative to their temporary allocation. 

Mr. Polk did not wish to take up the Council’s time by replying separately 
to all the points raised by M. Berenger, but he felt obliged to make a few 
remarks. Of course he also felt that it was advisable not to show that there 
was any lack of solidarity between the Allied and Associated Powers but he 
felt that as far as this question was concerned the Germans were well aware 
that there was a division of opinion. The question of the ultimate ownership 
of the tankers was a technical and an involved one, which should be decided 
by competent courts and the Reparation Commission. With regard to the 
rumoured sale by the Standard Oil Company of the stock of the Deutsch- 
Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft that was far more than a rumour; in 
fact it had been referred to by the United States representatives in reports 
submitted by them to their colleagues on Commissions. The question to be 
settled was what the legal effect of that sale was. 

M. BerenCtER said that that was the first time he had known definitely 
about that sale. 

Mr, Polk said that he meant the sale of the shares of the Deutsch- 
Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft, and he wished to point out that [the] 
said sale had not been recognized by the Alien Property Custodian who had 
seized the German securities. This had been set forth in a note presented by 
the United States representatives. It was not within his province to discuss 
the propriety of the action of the Shipping Board; what he wished to point 
out was that his Government felt, rightly or wrongly, that the question of title 
had been discussed long ago and that because such a question existed, the 
ownership of these tankers had not been settled, nor had the allocation thereof 
been settled aPBrussels. The matter had been brought up at London where 
the United States was only formally represented; then it had been referred to 
the Supreme Economic Council at Brussels, where the United States was not 
represented at all. At that time it had been unknown to him that an agree- 
ment existed covering the division of passenger ships and tankers between 
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Great Britain and France, and that the allocation made depended thereon. 

M. Berenger said that he had not heard of any such arrangement between 
Great Britain and France. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he would have something to say on that point. 

Mr. Polk said that this agreement contemplated the delivery of passenger 
ships to Great Britain and tankers to France; he understood that a French 
company had been formed to enter the oil carrying trade. He was not 
stating these facts with any desire to engage in a controversy. Fie merely 
wished to show the feeling which existed in the United States. He had not 
been fully informed of all the points of discussion in this controversy, although 
as to that he was not seeking to present any excuses, but he could not help 
feeling that the other countries concerned had been fully aware of the delicate 
nature of the questions under discussion. The question had arisen in the 
French Chamber and a modification of the temporary allocation decided 
upon had been discussed. Public opinion in America had looked upon this 
as a permanent change in the allocation, contrary to the understanding 
which Mr. Hoover thought had been reached. He repeated that the Germans 
knew that there was a division of opinion on this question. He himself had 
done his utmost to see that the Protocol to be signed by Germany should not 
specifically mention these tankers. He only asked that the tankers should 
remain where they were. He wished to inquire if M. Berenger meant to say 
that if the Impemtor and other passenger ships were not released by the 
Shipping Board the tankers should be allocated according to the decision 
of September 27th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was a notorious fact that whenever the 
question of oil was touched upon, great difficulties resulted. With reference 
to the German knowledge of the division of opinion between the Allies, he 
thought he could not agree with Mr. Polk’s point of view. A first decision 
had been taken and formally notified to the Germans. They had then 
received information from Standard Oil Company sources that no attention 
need be paid to this decision. 

Mr. Polk said that this was something that he did not know. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that from the information in his possession, he felt 
sure that it was so. There had then been further discussion in the Supreme 
Council and the Germans had been a second time instructed to deliver the 
tank ships. The Germans had been aware that there had been disagreement 
prior to that final decision, but they did not know that such disagreement 
had continued thereafter. The situation was not now as Mr. Polk thought, 
and the cjiies tion had become one of the honour and prestige of the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the eyes of the Germans. Mr. Polk had made two state- 
ments which it seemed to him might be interpreted as raisir&g a question of 
the good faith of the British Government and to these, of course, he must 
object. The first statement was Mr. Polk’s reference to a decision taken at 
a meeting of the A.M.T.E. in London where the United States was only 
formally represented, and the subsequent reference of the question to the 
Supreme Economic Council at Brussels where it was known the United 
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States was not represented. He wished to point out that the decision to hand 
over the ships was taken at a meeting at which a representative of the United 
States was present. The matter was then referred to the Supreme Economic 
Council. The suggestion therefore was that the decision had been arrived at 
over the heads of the Americans. He would emphasize that the proposal to 
refer the matter to the Supreme Economic Council was made by the United 
States representative himself with the implication that the United States 
would accept. He did not wish any possible impression to remain that the 
decision at Brussels was the result of taking advantage of the United States 
not being represented there. 

Mr. Polk said that of course he had meant to imply nothing of the kind. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the second point referred to by him was the 
alleged secret agreement between the French and British Governments. 

(He then read from a letter received from the Ministry of Shipping on 
the subject). 

There was no such agreement in existence. 

There was an agreement between Mr. Kemball Cook^ and M. Loucheur in 
regard to allocation of passenger steamers which was perfectly plain and 
above-board. In fact, Mr. Cook had announced it himself to the A.M.T.E. 
and had it circulated to all the Delegates with the minutes. The following 
wording occurred in that agreement: ‘in consideration of the allocation to 
France of the tank steamers as decided by the A.M.T.E.’ Mr. Cook pre- 
sumed that Mr. Polk was referring to that clause. If so it was a mare’s nest, 
as that simply referred to the withdrawal of Great Britain’s claim to certain 
tank steamers which was disclosed by the first examination of the percentage 
due to her on a rigid ton for ton basis in comparison to losses. As a matter of 
fact no bargain was possible with the French as neither were they in a position 
to make one nor were the British in a position to guarantee the delivery of the 
tank steamers. All the British had said was that they would not claim what 
they considered their just proportion of the tank steamers. The French Oil 
Shipping Companies were, of course, preparing for the management of these 
tankers. As it was then five weeks since the Supreme Council had allocated a, 
considerable proportion of the steamers to France it did not seem unreason- 
able that the French should have been making preparations to take them 
over. 

M. Berenger pointed out that the agreement was dated November lofh 
and could therefore have had no effect on the decision taken by the Supreme 
Council on September 27th. 

Mr. Polk said that he had not claimed that the agreement was a secret one 
but had merely said that he had not known of it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said the whole trouble was that the United States 
claimants would not admit that the allocation was purely temporary: they 
wished to mix it up with the question of permanent ownership. He now 
found himself in a difficult position. The question had been raised of the 10 
passenger steamers illegally held by the Shipping Board in the United States. 

2 Director of Naval Sea Transport in the British Ministry of Shipping. 
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He wished to remark that though there might be considerable feeling in the 
United States the indignation in England was even greater. He had just 
received peremptory instructions from his Government to submit the follow- 
ing decision to the Supreme Council: that the Supreme Council should now 
address a formal demand to the United States Government that the lo 
passenger steamers illegally retained by the Shipping Board in United States 
Ports should be immediately released. He had not wished to present this 
question at that session, but as the matter of the retention by the Shipping 
Board of lo passenger steamers had been raised, he felt obliged to inform the 
Council of the instructions he had received. 

M. Clemengeau pointed out that public opinion in France was also greatly 
aroused over this question. 

Mr. Polk said that Sir Eyre Crowe had felt that he had laid great stress 
on his statements with respect to the fact that the decision reached by the 
Supreme Economic Council at Brussels was taken in the absence of American 
representation, and with respect to the formation of French Oil Shipping 
Companies. He wished to remind the Council that he was only stating the 
case as it was seen in the United States, whether rightly or wrongly. It was, 
of course, not his intention to make imputations of any land; he merely 
wished to show that public opinion in America felt that a decision had been 
taken at Brussels when the United States had not been represented there. 

M. Clemengeau asked why the United States had not been represented on 
the Supreme Economic Council at Brussels. 

Mr. Polk explained that since Mr. Hoover had left American representa- 
tion on the Supreme Economic Council had ceased. With respect to the 
formation of French Oil Shipping Companies the impression existed in the 
United States that these Companies were being formed to use ships to which 
United States interests had a valid claim. 

M. Berenger said that as far as he knew no French oil shipping companies 
had been formed. 

Mr. Polk said that their formation had been reported in the French press. 

M. Berenger replied that that was no more accurate than a great deal of 
other information appearing in the press. 

M. de Martino said that he did not wish to go into detail, but he desired 
to make a general observation. A good deal had been said about the im- 
pression that the Germans would have as to dissension among the Allied and 
Associated Powers on this question. He felt that on this occasion not only 
would the Germans receive such an impression but they would, for the first 
time, profit by it, and the prestige of the Council would be very badly 
affected. There was no country which did not have a very great interest in 
this question. Oil was badly needed everywhere and it was most injudicious 
to keep these tank steamers in idleness. He thought that public indignation 
would surely be aroused if the impression was created that these ships were 
not being used as a result of a theoretical discussion. He fully agreed with 
M. Berenger with respect to the nine tankers ; that is to say, that they should 
go to the Firth of Forth and remain there until a final decision could be 
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reached; while the other five tankers should be allocated according to the 
decision of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive. 

Mr. Polk said he would cable his Government with respect to this point. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that the only point of agreement was that the 
ownership of the tankers in question should eventually be determined by the 
Reparation Commission. He agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the question 
raised by the action of the Shipping Board in the United States should not be 
taken up at that meeting. He thought it would be better to have the nine 
tankers go to the Firth of Forth until a final decision were had on the question. 
Fie appreciated the difficulties of the United States Government and wished 
to be of assistance to it as far as possible, because he thought it was not ulti- 
mately responsible for what had happened. He wished to point out, however, 
that with respect to the United States, the question was fundamentally one of 
private interests, whereas in France and England the question was one of 
general interest which affected everybody. Under these conditions he felt 
that private interests should give way. He trusted that when Mr. Polk, as he 
had said he would, sent a telegram to his Government relative to the sugges- 
tion that the nine tankers should go to the Firth of Forth and stay there until 
a final decision had been reached on the matter, he would at the same time 
take into consideration the view he (M. Clemenceau) had just expressed, 
and that feeling in France and England was as fully aroused as it was in the 
United States. 

Mr. Polk wished to make it clear that his Government’s solicitude was not 
for the Standard Oil Company ; his Government felt that a matter of principle 
was involved. He thought that the Standard Oil Company did not consider 
that the present administration was in its favour. 


3 . (The Council had before it three joint notes from the Polish and Czecho- 
Joint Report from the ^l^^vak Commissions relative to the plebiscite in Teschen 
Polish and Czecho- (see Appendix A) .3) 

Slovak Commissions M, Laroghe read and commented upon the joint report 
relative to the Plebis- of the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions consisting of 
these three joint notes. 


cite in Teschen 


3 Not printed. This appendix comprised : (i) A note to the Supreme Council, dated 
November 8, 1919, concerning the date of the plebiscite to be held at Teschen, Spisz, and 
Orava. This note proposed that the French Government should, on behalf of the Supreme 
Council, notify the Polish and Czechoslovak Governments that ‘on account of the delay 
occasioned by the circumstances at the beginning of the operations of the International 
Plebiscite Commission’, the period of three months within which the commission should 
proceed to hold the plebiscite, as provided in article IV of the Act of September 27, igig 
(cf. Vol. I, No. 66, minute 8), ‘will begin, not from the date of the notification of October i, 
but only from the day when the International Commission, arrived on the ground, will inform the 
Prmcipal Allied arid Associated Powers that it is beginning its operations', (ii) An undated note 
of the Supreme Council proposing a draft letter from M. Clemenceau to the Polish and 
Czechoslovak delegations assuring them that the Allied and Associated Powers, in coming 
to the decision of September 27, igig, had taken into consideration the observations of the 
two delegations concerning conditions of voting, and had given appropriate instructions 
to the plebiscite commission. ‘These instructions are inspired by the idea that only persons 



It was decided; 

to accept tlie recommendations of the joint report of the Polish and 
CzecliO" Slovak Commissions relative to the plebiscite in Teschen, contained 
in the three joint notes (see Appendix A)d 

4. Mr. Polk explained that Colonel Haskell, Inter-Allied High Com- 
missioner for Armenia, was leaving Paris that night 
Situation in Armenia, ^ prior to his departure he thought it would be 

jeorgia an zer aijan Council a brief summary of the 

conditions in Armenia. 

Colonel Haskell informed the Council that the three republics of 
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan were at daggers drawn with each other on 
almost all points. Georgia and Azerbaijan had perhaps some slight degree 
of good feeling towards each other, evidenced by a loose defensive alliance 
concluded between them as a protection against a possible advance south- 
ward of General Denikin’s army. Armenia had refused to join this alliance. 
Political and economic conditions in each of the three countries were in as bad 
a condition as could be imagined. He wished to point out that these three 
countries had been arbitrarily carved out and delimited. The only railway 
system from the Black Sea through to Persia traversed all three of these 
republics and either one of them had it in its power, under present conditions, 
to paralyze traffic. Aside from the animosity existing between these states, 
further material difficulties resulted from their arbitrary delimitation: for 
instance, all the railway repair shops were in Georgia and all the fuel for the 
operation of the railway system came from Baku in Azerbaijan. Further- 
more, between these three republics there were various contested districts, and 
neutral zones which had been marked out by the British which it had not 
been possible to change because they gave rise to such burning questions 
that no change could be adopted until all three republics were consolidated 
under one administration. He had been entrusted by the Supreme Council 
with representing it in Armenia, '<• but he could not efficiently carry out the 
necessary work as long as Georgia and Azerbaijan remained without his 
jurisdiction. Moreover, owing to the fact that these two latter republics did 
remain without his jurisdiction, an anomalous situation was presented. 
Thousands of inhabitants of Azerbaijan were receiving relief in Baku and 
other localities, and the same was true of many Georgians at Tiflis and other 
points; though those destitute people were entirely dependent on the relief 
they received, the Relief Administration had no control whatever over the 
who, in good faith, can be considered as having tangible ties with the country, will be 
allowed to participate in the plebiscite. The Commission has received plenary powers from 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to apply this decision.’ (iii) A note to the 
Supreme Council, dated November ii, 1919, proposing a draft letter from M. Dutasta to 
the President of the existing Interallied Control Commission at Teschen concerning the 
communication of its archives and information to the Plebiscite Commission. ‘As to the 
powers of the Control Commission, they will cease when the Plebiscite Commission, 
assembled at Teschen, w'ill officially inform it, at the same time as the Conference, that it 
begins its operations.’ 

See VoL I, No. 3, minute 3. 
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local administration. If all these republics were put under one administra- 
tion the neutral zones referred to could be eliminated, and a definite frontier 
temporarily fixed. Such a solution would preclude the existence of a situation 
such as now existed, where a large number of Armenians found themselves 
within the political limits of Georgia. The Georgians would not feed them 
because they were of Armenian nationality, and on the other hand, the 
Armenians refused to give them any assistance inasmuch as they were living 
within the territorial limits of Georgia. There were no foodstuffs available 
anywhere, and all three of the republics were virtually living on the salvage 
of the Russian collapse. Economic life was at a standstill. Practically nothing 
could be imported inasmuch as the money of all three of the republics had 
no purchasing value. The Caucasian rouble, which should be worth 51 cents 
was now only worth about i cent, and it had actually been found impractic- 
able to issue paper money in smaller denominations than i o roubles because 
the value of the paper was greater than the money. Foreign merchandise 
shipped on the railroad through to Persia was liable to be requisitioned by 
any one of the three Republics, as their need for everything was so great. 
The most essential need, perhaps, was to control the system of through 
railway transportation. In Armenia alone some 800,000 destitute were being 
relieved and about 15,000,000 francs per month was being spent on this 
relief work. Armenians in foreign countries did indeed attempt to send some 
relief to their starving countrymen. Although those supplies got through the 
port of Batum and its surrounding territory, where the British had an 
efficient administration, they were held up at various points in the interior 
by the Georgian authorities, and the same situation applied to all railway 
traffic. 

Mr. Polk explained that the Council had sent Colonel Haskell as its 
representative for relief work in Armenia and Colonel Haskell felt that it was 
necessary for him to have the same functions in Georgia and Azerbaijan in 
order to efficiently accomplish his mission. That matter could be settled later 
when the experts had been heard. As Colonel Haskell was leaving Paris that 
night, he (Mr. Polk) had thought that it might be of interest to the Council 
to hear his views. 

M. Clemenceau thanked Colonel Haskell for his presentation of the 
question. 

(At this point Colonel Haskell left the room.) 

5. (The Council 

British proposition re- 
garding measures to 
be taken to remedy the 
dearth of rolling stock 
in Austria 

s Not printed. This note, dated November 13, 1919, stated: ‘Sir Francis Dent, President 
of the Commission ofExpertsfor the Distribution of Rolling-Stock under Article 312 [318] of 
the Treaty of Peace with Austria, has drawn attention to the fact that the main cause of the 


had before it a note from the British Delegation relative to 
measures to be taken to remedy the dearth of rolling stock 
in Austria. (See Appendix B). 5 ) 

M. PiCHON suggested that the British note be referred to 
the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Com- 
mission. 


It was decided : 

to refer to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation. Commission 
the British note relative to measures to be taken to remedy the dearth 
of rolling stock in Austria. (See Appendix B).s 

6. (The Council had before it a proposal from the Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation Commission relative to the distri- 
bution of Upper Silesian coal. (See Appendix G).) 
Major Aron read and commented upon this proposal. 
General Le Rond suggested that paragraph 2 of the 
proposal of the Committee on Organization of the Repa- 
ration Commission relative to the distribution of Upper 
Silesian coal be modified so as to provide that the 
requirements of Upper Silesia should first be satisfied. 

It was decided : 


Proposal of the Com- 
mittee on Organization 
of the Reparation Com- 
mission relative to the 
distribution of Upper 
Silesian coal. 


to adopt the draft decision submitted by the Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation Commission relative to the distribution of Upper 
Silesian coal (see Appendix C), after modifying it so that the end of para- 
graph 2 should read as follows 

. the tonnage which the Commission 


‘A — to Upper Silesia 

to Austria . 
to Poland . 

B — to Germany 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


shall judge suitable to attribute 
to it. 

200.000 tons per month. 

250.000 tons per month, 
the surplus.’ 


HStel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 14, igiQ. 

conditions which threaten the economic life of the Central European States is the want of 
movement of rolling-stock, which is in turn largely due to the hesitation shown by the 
various States to allow their wagons, including those claimed by them as booty, to pass out 
of the limits of their own territory. . . . The matter is very urgent as the economic condi- 
tions, and in particular the question of coal supply, are critical. . . . The Governments of 
Italy, Austria, Hungary, Gzecho-Slovakia, Poland, Roumania and Jugo-Slavia should be 
invited to send representatives to form a Committee at Vienna, which should hold its first 
meeting on December 4th. These representatives should have full powers to enter into 
arrangements for free wagon exchange without prejudice to the ownership of rolling-stock 
established or claimed, and based on the right of maintaining equally [? equality] of wagon 
exchange subject to special arrangements agreed to by the Government concerned, of 
which the Committee should be advised. The Committee would have the right to make 
representations to the Governments concerned. Sir George Glei'k might be asked to arrange 
for the nomination of a representative for Hungary. It would be desirable that the 
Ukrainian representative on the existing Committee at Vienna should l>ecomc a member 
of the proposed new Committee. It is recommended tliat the Supreme Economic Council 
should suggest the desirability of appointing an independent Allied Chairman and designate 
for this post Sir Francis Dent, acting, when necessary, through a deputy. In the above 
proposals the American, French and Italian representatives on the Allied Railway Missions 
at Vienna agree.’ 

® This modification was embodied in the text of appendix G. 



Appendix C to No. 22 

Draft Decision to he submitted to the Supreme Council 

I. The Upper Silesia Commission is invited to come to an agreement with the 
Reparation Commission, and pending the constitution of the latter, with the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission regarding everything 
which concerns the distribution of Upper Silesian coal. 

A Liaison Officer appointed by the Reparation Commission or by the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission will be placed at the disposal of 
the Upper Silesia Commission, both to accelerate the solution of this question and 
to study any other questions which may fall within the sphere of the Reparation 
Commission. 

For technical questions relating to coal the Upper Silesia Commission will 
take the opinion of the Coal Sub-Commission for Mahrisch Ostrau. 

II. Previous to a concerted decision, as said above, with regard to the distribu- 
tion of Upper Silesian coal, the Upper Silesian Commission will adopt pro- 
visionally the following distribution of the present output : 


(A) to Upper Silesia . 

. the tonnage which the Commission shall judge 


suitable to attribute to it; 

to Austria . 

. 200,000 tons per month ; 

to Poland 

. 250,000 tons per month; 

(B) to Germany . 

. the surplus. 


No. 23 


H. D. 93.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichofs Room, Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
November ij, 1919, at 10.90 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M.. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G, Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. /te/y: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter : M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A.: Captain Matteson, U.S.N., Mr. A. W. Dulles, Mr. Buckler. 
Frim/i Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. A. Leeper. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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I. Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the drafting of the resolution of November 
nth concerning the status of Eastern Galicia^ did not seem to 
Status him to agree entirely with the decision which had been actually 

^astern a icta Council. He had understood that their decision 

was an absolutely final one and that the Polish Delegates would be heard, not 
by the Council, but by the Commission. 

M. Glemenceau did not agree with Sir Eyre Crowe on that point; if his 
recollection was correct, the text of the resolution quite agreed with what 
they had decided. It was understood, however, that the hearing of the Polish 
Delegates would only be an act of courtesy on the part of the Council. Their 
declarations would have no influence on the Council’s decisions, and should 
not take more than one-half to three-quarters of an hour. 

M. DE Saint Quentin stated that in accordance with the resolution of 
November nth, the Secretary General had informed the Polish Delegation 
that M. Patek would be heard by the Council as soon as he arrived in Paris, 
and had insisted on the extreme urgency presented by the question of Eastern 
Galicia. 


2. (The Council had before it the draft note to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment, inserted in the minutes of November iqth^ (see Appendix 

Draft Note to 

^GomnmrU'^^ ^ERTHELOT read the draft note. 

Mr. Polk asked whether it would not be advisable to refer, at 
the end of the third paragraph, to Sir George Clerk’s Mission at Bucharest. 

M. Berthelot said that, so as to take into account Mr. Polk’s remark, 
which appeared to him quite justified, one might insert at the end of the third 
paragraph the following phrase : ‘in order to show the importance which the 
Conference attached to obtaining the reply of Roumania, it had even en- 
trusted a special delegate, Sir George Clerk, to go to Bucharest.’ 

M. Clemengeau stated that in recognition of the goodwill shown by 
General Coanda and M. Antonescu in the interview^ he had with them two 


days previous, he proposed to omit in paragraph seven the words : ‘the time 
when Roumania still had under arms an army of over four hundred thousand 
men,’ He also suggested granting to Roumania a period of eight days to 
make its answer known, instead of six days which they had proposed to give 
them in their original draft. 

Mr. Polk suggested adding in Section 3 (on top of page 4)+ the following- 
words : ‘under the conditions shown by the note from- the Supreme Council, 
dated October lath.’s 


* See No. 19, minute 7. 

2 In eri’or for November 13. 

3 Not printed. The draft in this appendix, dated November 15, 1919, was the same as 
that in No. 2 1 , appendix F, subject to drafting variation and the incorporation of the 
amendments proposed by Mr, Polk, M, Glemenceau, and Sir E. Crowe in the ensuing 
discussion. (Gf. the resolution recorded in No. 32, minute 4.) 

+ The third of the numbered resolutions with which Roumania was invited to comply, 
s See Vol. I, No. 72, appendix B. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe proposed a change of form in the second last paragraph 
of the draft which he thought would read better as follows: ‘As far as the 
fixing of frontiers yet to be affected is concerned, Roumania will thus, by its 
own conduct, forfeit all title to the support of the Powers, as well as the recog- 
nition of its rights by the Conference.’ 

M. DE Martino said that he found himself in a rather embarrassing 
situation. He had received his instructions, but these were not quite clear. 
He was told on one hand, not to oppose the Allies in the question of sending 
the note to Roumania, and on the other, not to subscribe to expressions which 
were too strong, and which would lend it a character of violence or of threat. 
As a matter of fact this draft threatened the Roumanians with a diplomatic 
rupture. Under these circumstances he had asked Rome for new instructions 
which he hoped to receive that day. He would like to know if Mr. Polk had 
already received his instructions. 

Mr. Polk said he was ready to accept the draft which was then before 
them. 

M. Clemenceau said it was extremely important that they should vote 
that very day. The immediate despatch of the note was necessary all the 
more because they were sure, according to the declarations made to him by 
the Roumanian Delegates, that their demands would be accepted. 

M. DE Martino stated he had also received the Roumanian Delegates. 
The latter had come away with the very best impression of their interview 
with M. Clemenceau and of the manner in which he had explained the 
situation to them. They had also told him that a misunderstanding had 
arisen between Sir George Clerk and Mr. Diamandi on the question of the 
evacuation. The Roumanians considered their retreat to the Theiss only as 
a first step towards the evacuation of Hungarian territory, and did not intend 
in any way to stop short on that river for a protracted period. They had also 
expressed themselves as ready to sign the Austrian Treaty. As for the recti- 
fications of frontiers which were asked for by the Roumanians, they were 
of very secondary importance, and concerned chiefly the Commissions of 
Delimitation on the spot. He wondered whether, taking into account the 
goodwill which the Roumanians seemed to show, they might not subdue 
some of the expressions which were used in the draft note under discussion. 

M. Clemenceau felt obliged to remark that he had read the draft note to 
General Goanda and Mr. Antonescu. It therefore, seemed to him, under the 
circumstances, extremely unfortunate to change in the draft anything at all 
except the phrases concerning first, the Roumanian forces still under arms 
at the time of the Armistice, and second, concerning the period within which 
they demanded an answer — a period which they had agreed to extend from 
six to eight days. He had himself let the Roumanian Delegates hope for the 
granting of thek two concessions. He did not think that they ought to make 
any further concessions, especially as General Goanda had already left for 
Bucharest to report on the situation with reference to the communication 
which he (M. Clemenceau) had read to him. 

M. DE Martino hoped his instructions would arrive in the course of that 
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afternoon and that he could make known his final answer between 4 and 
5 o’clock. He felt certain, moreover, that he would receive authority to 
accept the note which was before them. 

Mr. Polk felt that a new delay in the despatch of the note would be 
extremely unfortunate. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the note should be sent as it had been read 
to the Roumanian Delegates. M. de Martino might let his Government know 
that there was, properly speaking, no threat towards Roumania as they were 
virtually certain that the Roumanians would accept their demands. Should 
the note not be sent immediately, the Council would be giving the Rou- 
manians the impression that the Alhes were hesitating. 

Mr. Polk maintained that the Council had already used towards the 
Roumanians language quite as severe. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that the acceptance of the note by General 
Goanda and Mr. Antonescu committed only themselves. The Council did 
not know for certain what would be the attitude at Bucharest. 

M. Berthelot remarked that the same thing had taken place concerning 
the Council’s note of November yth.^ The Italian Minister at Bucharest, 
alleging that he had not received direct instructions from M. Tittoni, had 
refused to join in the step taken in concert by his colleagues. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Delegation had received similar 
information from its representative at Bucharest. 

M. de Martino said that the Italian Delegation had, as a matter of fact, 
telegraphed to its representative at Bucharest to associate himself with his 
colleagues. 

M. Glemenceau proposed to despatch the note to Roumania immediately. 
If the Italian Delegate could not accept that note, it would suffice to send a 
telegram to the Italian Representative at Bucharest advising him to abstain 
from joining his colleagues. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what decision would be taken with regard to 
publishing the note. 

M. Glemenceau said he had promised in the course of his interview of 
November 13 with the Roumanian Delegates to support in the Council the 
non-publication of the note. The Roumanians had made a formal promise. 
He thought that they should take their goodwill into account and not crush 
them under the blow of a publication, the effect of which in Roumania 
would certainly be very serious. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought they were not sure that Mr. Bratiano would 
appear as conciliatory as General Goanda, 

M. Glemenceau stated that if Bucharest offered any difficulties the Council 
would then be free to publish the letter, and that even without the toning 
down upon which they had decided that day. It should not be forgotten that 
General Goanda had answered for the King of Roumania. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he was quite ready to associate himself with the 
views the President had just expressed. They ought, however, to take care 
^ Gf. No. SI, appendix F, 


that the Roumanian Government should not take advantage of their silence 
to present the facts to Roumanian public opinion in a false light. 

M. DE Martino remarked that the telegram to which he had referred 
previously and which directed the Italian Minister at Bucharest to join in the 
step taken by his colleagues was dated November loth, 12:47 a.m. 

M. Berthelot said that as the note of the Allies was dated November 7th, 
the slight misunderstanding which had taken place was easily explained by 
the interval of three days which occurred between the note and the telegram. 
It was decided: 

to adopt the draft note to the Roumanian Government (see Appendix 

A).3 

M. de Martino made the reservation that his final approval of the note 
would he made known in the course of the afternoon. If the instructions 
received by the Italian representative should not allow him to adopt the 
note, the Italian Minister at Bucharest would receive telegraphic instruc- 
tions to abstain from associating himself with the step taken by his 
colleagues. 

It was further decided : 

not to publish, for the present, the note addressed to the Roumanian 
Government. 

3. Mr. Polk read the resolution adopted by the Supreme Council on 
July 5th on the subject of Colonel Haskell’s mission (see 
Extension to Georgia i.q. 20Ia).7 He proposed to add after the word ‘Armenia’ 
'^'^7 words ‘Georgia and Azerbaijan’. The Council had 
Colonel preceding meeting Colonel Haskell’s declara- 

Haskell for Armenia tions. He simply wished to submit this proposal to the 
Council without insisting that it should be accepted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he had submitted this question to his Government. 
He thought he could already say that they would not object to the extension 
of Colonel Haskell’s mission for the organization of relief in Georgia and 
Azerbaijan. He would, however, call to the attention of the Council the fact 
that in the resolution which had just been read Colonel Haskell was entitled 
High Commissioner. He wished to make his reservations on that title, all the 
more so as he did not think that it corresponded with the functions with which 
Colonel Haskell had been entrusted. 

Mr. Polk said as the British were already represented in those regions, 
he proposed that Sir Eyre Crowe be good enough to submit a draft resolution 
at a later meeting. 

M. de Martino said that the Italians also had officers in the Caucasus. 
He would therefore consult his military experts, but he could already say that 
he was in favoCir of the American proposition. 

It was decided: 

that Sir Eyre Crowe, after consultation with the competent experts, 
would put before the Council a draft resolution extending the powers 
7 Vol. I, No. 3j minute 3. 
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already conferred npon Colonel Haskell for Armenia (see I.C. 201-A of 
July Stii, 1919)7 to include Georgia and Azerbaijan in matters concerning 
relief work. 


4. M. Glemengeau said that it was advisable to take up as soon as possible 
the important questions which still remained to be decided by 
0/^^^ the Council. He wished to ask whether they should not examine 
^ the list of questions on the agenda of the Council which had been 

drawn up by M. Berthelot. 


5 . Sir Eyre Crowe wished to call attention to the urgency of taking 
a decision concerning the provisioning of Vienna. Their 
The question of information depicted the situation of the Austrian capital 
proms, on^s V.mma ^ Austrians to buy food, it 

seemed necessary to grant them a loan. But he thought the guarantee for this 
loan should be a charge upon the Reparations Fund. That was an important 
question which the Reparation Commission ought to deal with immediately. 

M. Glemengeau asked whether it did not rather concern a financial com- 
mission. 

Mr. Polk said the Reparation Commission was already acquainted with 
the question. Mr. Rathbone^ had cabled Washington to explain the situation 
and to ask how far the American Government would consent to be com- 
mitted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if immediate measures were not taken, it was 
to be feared that there would be from 300,000 to 400,000 dead that winter in 
the streets of Vienna. The Austrians realized the situation and were resorting 
to every possible means to get money. They were at the moment engaged 
in selling their art collections, pictures, jewels, etc., a procedure which was, 
as a matter of fact, contrary to the provisions of the Treaty. 

M. Berthelot said it was correct that the Austrians had tried to sell their 
‘objets d’art’, but in fact they had not managed to sell anything with the 
exception perhaps of a few isolated objects. He had, moreover, seen M. Benes, 
who had also depicted the situation at Vienna as tragic. He had stated that 
if the Powers were willing to help him, he would be in a position to send coal 
and food to Vienna. 

M. Glemengeau said that M. Benes might be asked to discuss the question 
in agreement with the Reparation Commission. 

It was decided: 

( 1 ) to refer to the Committee on Organization of the .Reparation Com- 

mission for examination and report the problem of means to be 
adopted to ensure the provisioning of Vienna ; 

( 2 ) that M. Benes be asked to make known to the Committee his views on 

the subject. 

® Financial adviser to the American Commission to Negotiate Peace and representative 
of the United States on the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission. 
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6. M. Berthelot summarized Sir George Clerk’s telegram, dated Novem- 

ber I3t}i (see Appendix B). He said that the information 
Telegram from Sir conveyed in this telegram was not very reassuring, and it 
Hmfarian situation seemed that the formation of a coalition cabinet was more 
uncertain than ever. 

M. Glemengeau wished, in that connection, to say a few words concerning 
the attitude of Admiral Troubridge. No one contested the fact that the 
Admiral was a distinguished and capable man, but he was a partisan of 
Archduke Joseph. He had a right to be, but he wondered whether the 
Admiral was not going a little far in following his preferences, which appar- 
ently were not those of his Government. The information he was giving on 
Admiral Troub ridge’s attitude came from an excellent source and he won- 
dered if it were not advisable for the British Government to take this situation 
into account, all the more so because the Admiral’s influence throughout 
Hungary was considerable. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said the Admiral had received instructions to comply 
with the policy of Sir George Clerk. He would not fail, however, to take up 
the question raised by M. Glemenceau. 

7. Mr. Polk said he would have an important statement to add to the 

declarations he had made at the preceding meeting on the oil tank 
"^nk Ships French and British experts were not present, he 

proposed to adjourn this question to the next meeting. 

8. M. Berthelot said that in the question of distribution of enemy ships, 

D' t 'b t’ f experts had not yet succeeded in arriving at a com- 

Fmemy ^Ships P^^^^ agreement. He thought that an understanding would be 

made easier if the Council heard the question, inasmuch as the 
diflferences of views which existed seemed to him of slight importance. 

M. Clemenceau said that they could put the question on Monday’s^ 
agenda. 

9. M. Berthelot said that they had informed the Serbs that they would 

not be authorized to sign the Bulgarian Treaty until they had 
^ustroMm ^arian Austrian Treaty. The Serbs had answered they 

Tonnage^^^^^^”^ could not sign the Austrian Treaty before the question of the 
distribution of Austro-Hungarian tonnage had been solved. 
That question could be discussed on Tuesday, for the British expert would 
then have received his instructions. 

M. Clemenceau thought that if that question was settled on Tuesday, the 
signature of the Bulgarian Treaty could be set for Wednesday or Thursday. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris, November If , igiQ. 

® November 17, 1919. 
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Appendix B to No. 23 

Telegram from Sir G. Clerk to the Supreme Council 

D. November I3thj 1919. 
No. 7. 10,00 November 14th, 1919. 

My telegram No. 6.^° On my arrival here I at once realised two things. One, 
that Hungarians would do nothing until Roumanians left, and the other, that 
since Archduke’s resignation Friedrich has acquired for various reasons into which 
I need not enter at present, a following in country so large and so excited against 
Communists and Jews, that it would be fatal to seem to override or fail to take into 
account opinions and feelings of those who are at present his followers. I have 
explained position of Allies to Hungarians of all parties and opinion is generally 
ripe for formation of coalition government. But personal position of Friedrich is 
main difficulty. Since {sicl method of telling him to resign premiership and to let 
someone else take it and form a government will not work because it would simply 
mean that Friedrich and great bulk of his followers, that is, by far the majority in 
country, would if he went at all go into opposition, and nobody could be found to 
make a Government in which the Christian National Party did not participate. 
It has therefore been necessary to proceed by way of telling Friedrich that he must 
first show what he can do towards satisfying Allies. His attempts have not yet 
succeeded and I informed him on the morning of November 1 2th that unless he 
was prepared to summon a general conference by today, November 13th, I should 
ask all political leaders, including himself and his Ministers, to meet me informally 
in order that I might explain the situation to them. As a result he has just informed 
me that he will at once issue invitations for a general political Conference. 

Meanwhile I have seen the parties of the Left, viz.. Social Democrats, Liberal 
Democrats, National Land Party also small Pi'oprietors and Christian Social 
Democrat Party. These five Parties have united themselves into a block and they 
will meet Friedrich the Christian National in Conference. They will probably 
there declare that they will not accept Friedrich as Minister President, though they 
are ready to work loyally with Christian National block apart from Friedrich and 
that they will only enter a Government in which all of their five parties are repre- 
sented, Government Parties will probably say they cannot give up Friedrich and 
there may be a deadlock unless Christian National Parties have sense enough to 
see Friedrich must go. 

I have a meeting with the Christian National leaders to-night and may get them 
to see what is at stake for Hungary. If nevertheless there is this deadlock it is 
possible that some influential person outside party politics such as the Cardinal 
Primate will try to effect a solution, but if such efforts fail I shall have to explain 
the position in the Press and say that as Hungarians cannot in this crisis agree upon 
a temporary Coalition Government where all Parties are fairly represented and 
insist on maintaining the rule of a single party I can do no more and intend leaving 
Budapest forthwith. Consequences wiU of course be that Hungary will have 
neither peace nor help from the Allies but will be left severely to her own devices. 
It is for Hungarians to decide if this is what suits them. I shall also dispel various 
delusions which Friedrich has endeavoured to create in the public mind, such as 
that I really represent only the Paris policy which is the French policy and that 

’'o See No, 20, appendix E. 
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when I have gone and the French policy is shownt to be a failure, then the English 
policy which is really favourable to Friedrich wall have its day. 

I still hope that the end may be satisfactory, but I send this telegram in order 
that the Supreme Council may know what I am doing and may realize that in the 
present state of feeling in the country, violently anti-semitic and anti-socialist, 
Friedrich must be gradually pushed from office and cannot simply be turned out. 
Process is long and extremely trying but it is the only one which will not leave 
Hungary worse off than she is at present. 

No. 24 

H. D. 94 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai POrsay, Paris, on Monday, 
November ly, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Ertipire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France-. M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. Ariiavon. 

Italy-. M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M.. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi, 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Mr. Ellis L. Dresel, Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Captain 
Madison, U.S.N. 

British Empire: Captain Fuller, R.N., Commander Macnamara, R.N., 
Commander Dunne, R.N., Mr. A. Leeper, General Groves. 

France: M. Henry Berenger, M. Laroche, Ct. du Chayler, Ct. Le 
Vavasseur. 

Italy: Amiral Cagni, General Gavallero, M. D’Amelio, M. Vannutelli- 
Rey, Capt. de corvette Ruspoli, Comt. Ingianni, Comt. Rugin. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation (see 
Appendix A), a historical resume of the question by Captain 

Disposition of pypgj. /ggg Appendix B) and a new British proposal dated 
enemy war ships t \ ^ 

November 14th, 1919 (see Appendix C).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he had asked the British naval representative to 
summarize the proposals made by the British Admiralty, which he hoped 
would be approved by the Council, 

Captain Fuller read and commented upon the Historical Summary (see 
Appendix B) on the distribution of enemy warships, and upon the new 
British Proposal (see Appendix C). 

M. Clemenceau wished to ask whether this proposition which had just 
been read was an entirely new one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that it was. The American and French Dele- 
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gations had discussed this proposition but had not read the new text. The 
Italian naval expert had read the proposition and agreed with it. 

M. Clemengeau said it was impossible for him to make up his mind on a 
proposition which was quite new to him. He should first have to discuss the 
proposition with his naval experts. 

Mr. Polk asked Captain Fuller with reference to paragraph 3 what could 
prevent any country breaking up ships allotted. 

Captain Fuller explained it was a question of labour and of shipyard 
facilities. 

Mr. Polk also asked why battleships, etc., should be loaned for one year. 

Captain Fuller replied this was for experimental and propaganda pur- 
poses. The percentages laid out in the proposition were based only on infor- 
mation in their hands ; other countries could furnish their own figures and it 
would be possible to come to an agreement. 

M. Clemengeau asked that the further examination of this question be 
postponed until the next day as he wished to examine the question closely 
with his naval experts. 

(The question was adjourned until the next day.) 

2. Mr. Polk stated that in the discussion which had taken place at the 
meeting of November 14th (see h.d. 92)^ he had omitted to bring 
^^^Ships important point and wished to make the record complete. 

He had omitted in his discussion to go into the history of the 
question. Originally it had been agreed that all the German ships should be 
turned over to the Allies, who were to use them to furnish to Germany food 
which she needed, the charges to be attributed to the Reparation fund. At 
s a meeting which had taken place at Brussels it had been voted that the 
14 German oil tank ships should not be delivered. The Germans had asked 
to use these. At that time Messrs. Hoover and Davis had talked with their 
colleagues about the question of letting the Germans get oil; no record was 
made of these conversations, but the resolution read that temporarily the 
ships should be exempted from allocation. Since that time the American 
contention was that the Germans could operate the vessels under the Inter- 
Allied Flag and with an Inter- Allied representative on board, but it had been 
said that this could not be done. According to his information their records 
showed that exceptions had been made and that the Germans had operated 
certain ships with German crews on board, for instance : the Fritz von Straus 
from Hamburg to Hull, the Kehrwieder and the Paul from Hamburg to 
New York, to obtain oil, also a number of other ships in the Baltic Sea, also 
certain ships used in the Mediterranean to repatriate German prisoners. In 
the discussion which followed the Scapa Flow sinking the question again 
came up ; they maintained that it was not contrary to the Allies’ views to let 
the Germans operate tliese ships to bring oil to Germany. On July 13th the 
question was again discussed in the Reparation Commission ; but on August 
I5tii the President of the A.N.A.;G. had cancelled the exemption without 
* No. 22, minute 2. 
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giving notice to the United States’ representative until the following day. 
The United States had always questioned that decision. The difficulty arose 
in this way: their understanding was, first, that the ships should be exempted 
to get oil and secondly that the ships could be operated by German crews under 
the Inter-Allied flag and with an Inter-AUied Representative on board. 
They held further that other German ships had been given a free sailing to 
Constantinople and other ports. They had taken this to constitute a precedent. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it seemed to be a question of whether or not 
German crews should be used on these steamers. He confessed it puzzled 
him very much why the American Government insisted upon the use of 
German crews. He asked what inspired that policy. 

Mr. Polk said that was the original American view and that contracts 
for transporting oil to Germany should be carried out. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that oil could reach Germany without using 
German crews; there must be another reason. 

Mr. Polk said there was no mystery about this. It was simply the question 
of the disposal of the ships : they wanted to let the Germans have a temporary 
use of the ships until the permanent title was decided upon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that the United States’ position amounted 
to ignoring the unanimous decision of the Supreme Council which had 
attributed the temporary management to the Allies. 

Mr. Polk repeated the view of his Government that the question had been 
discussed and agreed upon at Brussels. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that he must insist that at the time of the decision 
the Germans had made no demand for oil. The Allies did not take these 
ships simply because they had no need of them. 

Mr. Polk regretted the unfortunate situation created by the lack of 
minutes; there were the recollections of Mr. Hoover on the one hand and 
those of his colleagues on the other. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that with regard to the precedents which Mr. Polk 
had cited, he wished to make the following remarks. First, in the Baltic, the 
Germans had long been allowed to navigate- As for the particular case of 
the Fritz von Straus, this was a ship of only 800 tons : there was very little 
interest to the Reparation Commission in this boat on account of its small 
tonnage. As to the other ships mentioned, it would be easy to ascertain the 
reason for their operation, and probably their small tonnage was again the 
reason. As for the German ships in the Mediterranean, that was a different 
question ; the crews were Turkish and not German. The Supreme Council, 
as a m atter of fact, had decided that the Allied Naval Armistice Commission 
was wrong and insisted on taking those crews off and putting on the Inter- 
Allied flag in place of the German. Under these conditions it appeared that 
the precedents cited by Mr. Polk did not carry much weight. He emphasized 
the fact that he had received formal instructions from his Government that 
these ships should not sail with a German crew. No other position could be 
taken by the British Government. 

M. DE Martino stated that he had no objection to the first trip being 


taken, even witli German crews on board, provided that the final distribution 
of these ships should not be prejudiced by this trip, and as a matter of fact, 
the final distribution belonged to the Reparation Commission. 

M. Glemengeau then read a telegram from Admiral Goette to A.N.A.G., 
dated November 15th (see Appendix D), from which it appeared that the 
Germans had informed the Allies that steps were being taken for the delivery 
of these steamers. That appeared to him to be a decisive fact which did not 
leave them any choice. What impression would the Council give to the 
whole world if it were to let the Germans keep these ships at that time? 
There seemed to him to be two questions. First, there was the question of 
final ownership which the Council had agreed should be settled by the 
Reparation Commission. There remained the question of operating the 
ships. He did not quite understand the position of the United States. What 
objection did the Americans have to an Allied rather than a German crew? 
He personally saw a very grave political and moral objection to German crews 
being used which he thought was even more important than the economic 
objection. There had just occurred at Berlin demonstrations in favour of 
Hindenburg which were of a disquieting nature and had given a great deal 
of trouble to the German Government. These seemed to bear the marks of 
a Nationalist uprising. Therefore would it be opportune to let those ships 
sail with German crews and under the German flag? For himself, he had the 
greatest objections. There was no doubt whatsoever that the Principal 
Powers had pledged themselves to stand by the decisions of the Reparation 
Commission; that was full security for America. He therefore earnestly 
requested Mr. Polk to accept Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal so as to not make the 
situation more difficult. It seemed to him all the more important to come to 
an agreement on this question as there were a number of vital matters to be 
settled with the Germans, such as the delivery of guilty individuals. Should 
the Germans be allowed to operate these ships there would be general stupe- 
faction in France. He had often shown readiness to make concessions, but 
always on one condition that public opinion should understand them. This 
would not be the case in the present instance. He understood there might be 
some American emotion on the subject, but he felt sure that America would 
understand France’s position in the matter and he hoped that secondary 
considerations which moved American opinions would give way to the 
stronger, and, to his mind, more justified feeling of public opinion in France. 

M. DE Martino stated that in view of the strong case presented by 
M. Clemenceau he was ready to agree with his views. 

Mr. Polk remarked that M. Glemenceau’s declarations carried much 
weight and he also saw that the use of the German flag at this time might be 
misconstrued in France. They maintained however, that %ii arrangement 
had been made which had not been carried out. He also wished to point out 
that his position with his Government made it difficult for him to give his 
entire approval to the Chairman’s views. As he understood the proposal 
which Sir Eyre Crowe had made at a preceding meeting, the 14 oil tank ships 
were to go to the Firth of Forth; 5 were to be operated, and 9 were to remain 
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there until a compromise had been reached. He would recommend that 
proposal to his Government. He wished, however, to have the Council take 
note of the feeling in the United States on the question of the allocation of 
these vessels. He had not put up an imaginary case; they did not agree and 
had not accepted the present system of distribution. He referred to the last 
sentence of the telegram from the British Ministry of Shipping to the British 
Delegation^ and he wished to ask Sir Eyre Crowe whether this phrase did not 
sound like a threat. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that the phrase occurred in an inter-depart- 
mental telegram and represented simply the attitude of the Shipping Con- 
troller which was uncompromising. 

Mr. Polk asked whether it was not advisable to instruct the Naval 
Armistice Commission that no disposition of these 9 oil tank ships be made 
at this time. 

M. DE Martino wished to ask what was to be done with the other five. 

M. Berenger replied that according to his information only 1 1 ships re- 
mained which therefore would leave only two for the Allies. 

M. DE Martino added that should this information be correct it would be 
very serious for Italy, as she had counted absolutely on sharing the five ships 
with France and Belgium to remedy the scarcity of oil fuel. 

M. Berenger wished to point out how important it was to prevent a 
further waste of these tank ships considering the shortage of oil fuel in 
Europe. Mr. Dulles, an American representative on the Committee of 
Organization of the Reparation Commission, had written to M. Loucheur 
on August 28th protesting that such a waste of fuel oil should not be per- 
mitted. Since that time these ships which could carry 60,000 tons could have 
made two trips and thus been able to bring 120,000 tons of fuel oil which had 
been lost to the Allies and Germany as well. If Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal 
were to be sustained by the Council, that would mean a continuation of this 
waste for three months or more as the Reparation Commission would not be 
taking a decision in the matter until then. The explanation of the Brussels 
meeting given by Mr. Polk could not be accepted. If Mr. Hoover had 
promised the Germans to give them exemption in favour of certain ships in 
order to get them oil, this was something that the Allies had never heard of 
and it did not figure in a single Allied record. On March 29tli M. Clementel 
had written, as President of the Supreme Economic Council, a letter which 
clearly showed that the Germans at that time were not in need of fuel oil, 
and he was not aware that an agreement had been reached between Mr. 
Hoover and the Germans. The Germans had emphasized on July 30th for 
the first time their need for fuel oil, and the real reason for exempting those 
tank ships had, been that at that time there was sufficient tonnage in the way 
of tank ships. He could not tell whether the rumour were true that there had 
been an agreement between Messrs. Hoover and Davis and the Germans, 
and that a part of the payment had been made by the latter without any 
knowledge of the Reparation Commission. 

2 See appendix D below. 

336 



Mr. Polk stated that there had been no secret agreement between 
Mr, Hoover and the Germans. He could assure the Council of that. 

M. Glemengeau asked how it came that there should be at this time such 
a need for oil tonnage when a few months previous that tonnage had been 
sufficient. 

M. Berenger explained that the use of fuel oil had been authorized 
recently by a law which had been passed by the French Parliament. This 
law had resulted in a great demand for fuel oil all the more as there was a 
great shortage of coal, and oil was needed for lighting, heating and trans- 
portation. He had asked the Standard Oil Company for tank ships and had 
been told that not a single one could be spared. 

M. Glemengeau asked M. Berenger to let him have the exact figure of the 
needs of France and Italy in fuel oil. 

M. Berenger said he would. 

M. Glemengeau hoped that in the cable which Mr. Polk would send his 
Government submitting Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal, he would also point out 
the needs of France and Italy, and ask it to take into consideration this aspect 
of the question. 

Mr. Polk said he hoped they could reach a compromise on the distribution 
of those ships. 

M. Berenger said that they had considered the question of using a part 
of these German oil tank ships after a first trip by the Standard Oil Company. 

M. Glemengeau said he trusted Mr. Polk would explain the whole question 
to his Government with his customary liberality. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked he had based his proposal on Mr. Polk’s hope 
of arriving at an arrangement, 

Mr. Polk agreed. 

M. DE Martino said he had just been informed that there actually were 
fourteen tank ships in German ports which would therefore leave five ships 
instead of the two which M. Berenger had previously spoken of. 

M. Berenger said there were nine oil ships claimed by an American 
corporation. There were two boats according to his information at the 
disposition of the Allies. 

M. Glemengeau said they would await the result of Mr. Polk’s cable for 
instructions. 

Sir Eyre Growe summed up that meanwhile they would instruct the 
Allied Naval Armistice Commission in the sense of his proposal. 

It was decided : 

(1) to instruct the Allied Naval Armistice Commission to take delivery of 

the German oil tank steamers for the Firth of Forth; 

(2) to retain the nine oil tank steamers claimed by American interests 

without using them pending a further decision by the Council; 

(3) that the remaining ships be delivered for temporary management to 

the Allied and Associated Governments according to the decision 
taken by the AlHed Maritime Transport Executive, September 7th, 
1919; 
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(4) that Mr. Polk, while agreeing to the three above points, reserves to 

himself the right of again raising the question in the event of not 
obtaining his Government’s approval ; 

(5) that Mr. Polk should call his Government’s attention to the very 

urgent needs of oil by France and Italy, which make necessary an 
immediate decision on the temporary allotment of the German oil 
tank ships. 


3, (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk dated 
November 13th (see Appendix E), 3 

^HtiTar Eyre Crowe read and commented upon Sir George Clerk’s 

telegram. This telegram showed that Friedrich was very obstinate 
and that the formation of a coalition cabinet met with great difficulties. 
Sir George Clerk had felt it necessary to inform Friedrich that his mission 
would come to an end if the present situation continued. He, Sir Eyre Crowe, 
had also read a telegram in the Morning Post that a coalition government 
had been formed at Budapest and would assume office. However, he had 
only seen this in the newspaper; and it seemed tliat Mr. Polk had received a 
telegram from General Bandholtz stating that the situation was 'still very acute 
at Budapest, and that Sir George Clerk had declared he would have to leave. 

M. Berthelot alluded to declarations which the Hungarian War Minister 
had made on the entry of the National Hungarian Army in Budapest. These 
declarations were of a purely monarchist tendency and were clearly in favour 
of the return of Archduke Joseph. 

Mr. Polk said that from a telegram he had just received from General 
Bandholtz, Admiral Horthy was making a number of arrests and that Sir 
George Clerk and his Inter-Allied Military Mission had threatened to with- 
draw if these arrests were continued. 


M. Clemengeau thought it advisable to await further information before 
doing anything. 

(The question was then adjourned.) 

4. M. Clemengeau stated that M. Venizelos had made a protest against 

, the declaration in the letter which the Supreme Council 

bythfcmh had recently sent to him to the effect that the occupation 

of Smyrna by the Greeks should have a temporary 
character .4 He would like this question brought up at the next meeting as 
he did not wish such a statement to go unchallenged. 

5, (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 

November 14,1919 on the subject. (See Appendix F).) 
Dekniion in the United SiR Eyre Crowe said he felt all the more embarrassed 

States qfex-Geiman raising a subject which he knew was likewise embar- 

passenger vessels alio- , , . * . , 

cated to Great Britain ^rassing to his American colleague especially after the 
for Management conciliatory Spirit just shown by Mr. Polk; he was 

obliged, however, to bring it up according to the instruc- 


3 Not printed. This appendix was identical with No. 23, appendix B, q.v. 

4 See No. 20, appendix A. 
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tions he had received. He believed it was not claimed by anybody that the 
Shipping Board had any right to retain the ships in question, but unfortu- 
nately, perhaps on account of the President’s illness, which gave opportunities 
of administrative independence, nobody seemed to be in a position to give 
the Shipping Board the necessary instructions. Possibly also the Board was 
confusing this question with that of the oil tank ships and was adopting an 
attitude which seemed to liim one of mere retaliation. The need for these 
ships was very acute. A very large number of passengers were awaiting 
transportation. Civilians, including business men, could not go to the East 
this year owing to the lack of passenger vessels. The vessels in question had 
enormous tonnage and included the Imperator a ship of over 50,000 tons. 
These vessels had been temporarily allocated to the United States for the 
repatriation of its army. As it had been unanimously decided at a meeting 
of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive in July igig that all the steamers 
under discussion should be allocated to Great Britain for management, 
British crews had been sent to New York to bring them back but the Shipping 
Board had refused to give them up. The State Department agreed with the 
British Government but said it had no authority over the Shipping Board. 
The British Government had instructed him to present this memorandum to 
the Supreme Council believing that a resolution of the Council would oblige 
the Shipping Board to deliver the vessels and that it might help the American 
Government to get over the difficulty. 

Mr. Polk said that he could not quite agree with all Sir Eyre Crowe had 
said on the subject. It seemed impossible for the Council to arrive at a 
resolution, which required a unanimous vote, as he could hardly be expected 
to join in a formal request to his own government. He would, however, cable 
to Washington Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal and state that such a resolution 
was before the Council. 

It was decided : 

that the American Delegation would cable to Washington the resolution 
proposed by the British Delegation to the effect that the Supreme Council 
address a formal request to the United States Government to hand over 
wthout delay, to properly appointed agents of the British Government, 
the passenger vessels illegally detained in United States ports. 

6. (The Council had before it the report of the Special Committee (see 
Appendix G). 5 ) 

^port of the Special Laroghe read and commented upon the report. 

added that the paragraph on page 5 rf tfe report 
Relations with Germany relating to the credentials or the Ambassador should be 
modified in accordance with the present attitude of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers toward Germany. 

s Not printed. This undated report was presented in accordance with the resolution 
of the Supreme Council recorded in No. 6, minute 5. The commission recommended that 
the names of the Gharg& d’ Affaires nominated to represent each one of the Allied and 
Associated Powers in Berlin should be notified to the German Government tlarough the 
intermediary of the neutral Power which had during the First World War protected the 



Mr. Polk stated that the United States was not then in a position to send 
representatives, but he would make no objection to the report. 

It was decided: 

to accept the report as presented by the Special Committee, it being 

understood that the credentials of the Ambassador should be modified to 

interests in Germany of the Allied Power in question. ‘But it would only be a mere notifica- 
tion, not a request for acceptance. In fact, the Commission unanimously considered that 
it was not necessary to ask for the acceptance of the nomination of the Charge d’Affaires, 
on account of the present conditions of our relations with Germany, and of the long inter- 
ruption of diplomatic relations caused by the war.’ The report included a draft letter from 
an Allied Power to the neutral protecting power and draft credentials for Allied Charges 
d’Aflfaires and, when subsequently nominated, Ambassadors. These drafts, and more 
particularly the latter, were subsequently modified by corrigenda circulated by the Joint 
Secretariat on November 24, i g 1 9 in accordance with the resolution adopted by the Supreme 
Council. (Thus the second paragraph of the draft credentials for an Allied Ambassador at 
Berlin ran in the original version: ‘The qualities distinguishing M. . . . are for me a sure 
guarantee of the care he will exercise in fulfilling his high functions so as to conciliate your 
esteem and your confidence and thus obtain the approval of the Government (of the 
Republic) . It is with this conviction that I beg you to receive him with favour and to have 
absolute faith and trust in all he will say.’ This was amended to read: ‘The distinguished 
qualities of M. . . . are a sure guarantee of the zeal with which he will acquit himself of 
his important duties. With this conviction I request that you will receive him, and will give 
full credit to everything he may say on my behalf.’) The report noted that ‘these proposed 
letters do not follow closely the formulas usually employed; the Commission is of opinion 
that the terms are sufficiently clothed with the courtesy in use in international relations, 
and that it would be out of place and inopportune to employ at the present time towards 
Germany formulas containing assurances of friendship and confidence which are usually 
employed in credentials’. 

The report further stated that ‘with a view to assuring as soon as possible the resumption 
of diplomatic relations with the Governments of Bavaria and Saxony, the Commission 
suggests the following procedure: the Charges d’Affaires sent to Berlin would be bearers 
of letters addressed by their respective Ministers for Foreign Affairs to the Ministers- 
Presidents of Saxony and Bavaria, who also direct Foreign Affairs. These letters would be 
delivered by a special courier, who might be one of the secretaries belonging to the missions 
accredited to Berlin, these missions coming to an understanding among themselves as to 
the choice of this collective courier. 

‘On the other hand, as the interpretation of the new German Constitution, as regards 
relations of the Free States with foreign Governments, presents a certain uncertainty, it is 
proper that we should not expose ourselves to see Bavaria or Saxony refuse to receive 
diplomats accredited to them. The Commission is of the opinion that the Allied Govern- 
ments should limit themselves to informing the Ministers for Foreign Affairs for each State 
in question, that they “propose” to send a Representative to them. . . . 

‘The [Com] mission finally considered what would be the composition [? of] Missions 
accredited to Berlin under the transitory regime preceding the arrival of the Ambassadors. 

. , . There would be no objection to immediately sending to Berlin agents whose mission 
would be of an economic character, such as commercial attaches. But, on the contrary, it 
appeared to them-^that the presence of military and naval attaches was not desirable at the 
present time. The existence of numerous commissions of control is, in fact, of a nature to 
diminish the importance of the task of these offices, whose presence might, on the other hand, 
be inaccurately interpreted as to mean a tribute of confidence toward the German Military 
authorities. The Military and Naval attaches should, therefore, be sent to Berlin only at 
the time when the Charges d’Affaires will be replaced by Ambassadors, in which personnel 
they will naturally find their place.’ : ^ 
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agree with the attitude of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
toward Germany. 

(The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee on the 

Masierman regarding M. Berthelot read and commented upon the proposed 

the disposal by Ger- instructions. 

many of Aeronautical (After a short discussion 

Material decided: 

to accept the report of the Drafting Committee relative to instructions 
to be sent to General Masterman on the disposal by Germany of Aero- 
nautical material.) 

8 . 

Question of Signature by [Not printed] 

Serb-Croai-Slovene 
State and Roumania of 
the financial arrange- 
ments of St. Germain 


9. 


Return of Austrian 
Prisoners from Serbia 


[Not printed] 


(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crillon, 

Paris, .November ly, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 24 
Note from the French Delegation 

PARIS, November 16, igig. 

Distribution of Enemy Battleships [Warships'] 

The question of the distiibution of the enemy battleships was several times 
discussed by the Supreme Council, without a decision being made. It was also 
the object of various Notes from the British, French and Italian Delegation[s] . At 
last, the Naval representatives met a short time ago, and in four meetings examined 
the possible solutions. 

It seems that differences which occurred between the Admirals, as well as the 
different points of view of the Allies, may now be conciliated by the Supreme 
Council, in order that, by mutual concessions, a definite solution of this contro- 
verted question may be reached. 

® After a short discussion the Supreme Council decided, at the proposal of the Drafting 
Committee (appendix I in original), to invite Roumania and Yugoslavia to sign the two 
financial arrangements of St. Germain (Treaty Series, 1919, Nos. 14 and 15, Gmd. 4.58 and 
459) ‘along with the Treaty with Austria and the Minorities Treaty’. 



A. The first question to be settled is that of the disposition of the ships: if the 
ships were to be finally broken up, it would have been absolutely useless to discuss 
their distribution to such a great length. The British Government, in its Note of 
October,*^ indicated that it deemed that the ships should be broken up, but left to 
France and Italy the right to dispose of them according to their wishes. The 
Japanese Government, on this point, as on the others, concurred in the British 
opinion. The Italian Government declared itself as willing to accept either of the 
solutions, but desires to be treated, in this matter, the same as on the others, like 
France, The American Government, although it maintained its point of view, 
according to which the ships ought to be sunk, gave to understand, in the course 
of a semi-official conversation by Mr. Polk, that the United States, although having 
decided to destroy all ships allotted to her, would not contest the right of France 
and Italy to dispose of them. 

B. The second question is that of the basis of distribution of enemy ships. The 
French Government is willing to accept the British scheme of distribution of the 
ships, according to the proportion of the losses suffered in surface ships by the Allied 
and Associated States, this distribution being based upon the attribution of a 
number of ships equal in each category to the number of lost ships. The French 
Na^q^ asks that not only the quantity but the quality of the enemy ships delivered, 
be taken into consideration, and thinks that the British and American Govern- 
ments will not make any objections to replacing, in the French share, the ships in 
bad condition out of the salvaged scuttled ships at Scapa Flow, or of the German 
Fleet, by ships of a higher value, which might be comprised in their own share, 
since these ships are destined to be demolished. It seems that the British Govern- 
ment, allowing for mistakes, is willing to accept the French proposal combined 
with its own. Japan and England (?). The American Admiral suggested that the 
financial effort of each country be taken as a basis : this suggestion was the only one 
of its kind, because it appears inadmissible that the loss of ships be not taken into 
account; moreover, the number of millions spent does not represent the whole 
national effort of a country. The basis suggested by the Italian Admiral seems 
complicated : the distribution would be made according to the age and number 
of lost ships, the age being calculated by taking into account the useful tonnage, the 
real tonnage, maximum duration and the real age of the ship; as the method of 
calculation of these different values may vary according to the country, such a 
basis would run the risk of provoking endless discussion. 

It is for the Supreme Council to make a decision: it seems that the simpler the 
method of distribution will be, the more chances it will have of being practical. 
It is to be noted that the British, Japanese and French proposals, concerning the 
dreadnoughts, cruisers and destroyers, are almost identical. 

The British suggestion, according to which the method of distribution does not 
attribute any battleships to the smaller Allied Powers, to the New States and 
neutrals, was unanimously admitted. 

G. The third question is that raised by the request of France for a certain 
number of surplus ships, as a compensation for the abandonment of its naval 
construction, foi; the benefit of the armament not only of her troops but of those 
of her Allies. The suggestion was made to attribute to France, in addition, and for 
that reason, a certain number of the Allied cruisers demanded from Germany as 
penalty for the scuttling of the German fleet at Scapa Flow, 

The French request was not admitted, so far, by the British Admiralty, which 
’ See appendix B below. 
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deems that the compensation, which it recognizes as legitimate, is represented by 
the right of disposing of the ships, instead of sinking them. The Italian Admiralty 
admits the French request for compensation only if she obtains an appreciably 
equal compensation, which is justified by the same reasons. The American 
Admiralty did not concur in the French request. 

So stands the question of the distribution of enemy battleships. The various 
delegations seem to have received from their Governments the necessary authority 
to adjust the matter. 


Appendix B to No. 24 

Enemy Surface Warships — Disposal and Distribution 

i6th November, igig. 

Historical Summary 

1. The question has not been separately considered by the Supreme Council 
since 25th April, when the Peace Treaty with Germany was under discussion. No 
agreement was reached, and it was decided to leave the question open and merely 
demand the surrender of certain ships from the Germans in the Treaty. The 
Italian representative was not present at this meeting, 

2. On 25th [27th] June, the Admirals agreed on a draft for submission to the 
Supreme Council in which they stated their opinion that they could do nothing more 
until answers to certain questions had been given by the Supreme Council. . . 

To these questions no answer has ever been received from the Supreme Council. 

3. After the Scapa Flow sinkings, the matter was touched upon by the Council 
of Four on 24th and 25th June, and it appears from the notes made by Sir Maurice 
Hankey, which however were not stenographic, that Mr. Lloyd George and 
President Wilson implied that they agreed that France was entitled to special con- 
sideration on account of her inability to continue her building, due to the pre- 
occupation of her naval arsenals vwth the manufacture of munitions for the war on 
land, and that Great Britain was willing to include the ships sunk at Scapa in her 
share and waive her rights regarding the ships remaining at Scapa.® 

4. Since this date there have been interchanges of letters etc. between some of 
the representatives of the Five Powers. 

5. With a view to endeavouring to obtain a settlement, the British representative 
submitted a memorandum to the Supreme Council on loth October. 

The French submitted an answering memorandum on 15th October. And the 
Italians did the same on 22nd October. 

Summarised the views expressed are: — 

Britain wishes ail ships to be broken up, the proceeds to be divided in the scale 
of losses of warships. As a concession to the fact that france and Italy 
have been unable to build during the war, Britain is ready to agree that 
the share of these two powers may be embodied in their fleets. 

s The note here recapitulated the questions and opinions advanced in the document 
printed in Vol. I, No. 21, appendix B, document I. 

® Gf. VoL I, No. 23, minute 5. 



Italy agrees with the British view; but calculating by the military value of the 
ships lost she considers that the shares proposed should be counted on their 
military value and not on numbers only as was proposed by the British. 

France demands: — 

1 . Free Disposal of all enemy craft by beneficiary Powers. 

2. Distribution to be effected on the principle of the assignment of an equal 

number of ships of the same category as those of the lost ships . 

3. Manner of distribution to take into account not only the quantity, but 

the quality of the enemy ships surrendered. 

4. Assignment to France of an additional number of units, as compensation ■ 

for having suspended naval construction for the purpose of equipping 
not only her own troops, but those of her Allies. 

6. The U.S.A. and Japan have not submitted any memoranda to the Supreme 
Council, but have handed an expression of their views to the Naval Advisers. 
These are: 

U.S.A. First. All surrendered German and Austrian naval vessels to be sunk. 
Second. All surrendered German and Austrian naval vessels to be 
destroyed by breaking up. 

Third. If neither of these policies can be adopted, and distribution of 
the surrendered German and Austrian naval vessels becomes in- 
evitable, then the United States will demand its share, based on total 
National Effort in war against Central Powers. The disposition of any 
such share awarded to the United States to rest with the United 
States. 

Japan agrees with the British memorandum; but on condition that it should 
be accepted by all the other powers represented and with the reserva- 
tion that in the case of the principle of free disposal, as proposed by the 
French authorities, being accepted, it should likewise apply to Japan. 

7. Since the above memoranda have been submitted, the Naval Advisers have 
had frequent meetings to consider the matter, but have been unable to arrive at 
unanimity regarding the disposal of ships, principally by reason of the fact that 
the Supreme Council have not given their decision on the points raised by the 
Admirals’ Meeting of 25th [27th] June. The British have now drafted a further 
proposal which it is hoped may bring about an agreement between the extreme 
views which have been expressed. This has not yet been considered by the Naval 
Advisers. 


Appendix G to No. 24 

British Proposal regarding the Distribution of Enemy Surface Warships 

14th Movernber^ IQID' 

In accordance with the preamble to the naval, military and air clauses of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany, with the general spirit of that Treaty and of those 
concluded with the other enemy powers, all surface warships surrendered by 
enemy powers shall, with the exception of the few noted in paragraphs 5 and 6 
below, be broken up under the superintendence of an Inter- Allied Naval Com- 
mission. 
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2. The proceeds accruing from the breaking up of the warships shall be divided 
amongst the Allied and Associated Powers in accordance with the following com- 
putation of losses of surface warships sustained by these powers during the war :~ 

Great Britain . . . 7o%'| Percentage to be amended to include 

France .... io% I compensation to — 

Italy .... 10% > Greece who lost i T.B.D. 

Japan . . . . 8% I Roumania „ i T.B, 

U.S.A. . . . . 2%j Poi'tugal „ I Gunboat. 

3. Enemy tonnage in the above proportions is to be allocated to each country 
for breaking up purposes by the Inter-Allied Naval Commission. Should any 
country be unable to break up its share, the Commission is to allocate it as neces- 
sary, preference being given to Allied countries. 

4. As regards the sinking of the German ships at Scapa Flow, Great Britain has 
stated her wdllingness to bear the loss arising from that incident; but now that it is 
probable that compensation will be forthcoming from Germany in material which 
is not warship construction. Great Britain agrees that such compensation should 
be divided amongst the Allied and Associated Powers in a similar proportion to the 
proceeds of breaking up the enemy warships (paragraph 2, above). 

5. In view of France and Italy being unable to build warships during the war, 
owing to their pre-occupation with the war on land, it is proposed that they should 
be granted the following compensation in warships surrendered from the enemy 
fleets for use with their fleets or any other purpose they may desire : — 

France . . . . .5 Light Cruisers and 10 T.B.D’s. 

Italy . . • . . .5 Light Cruisers and 10 T.B.D’s. 

6. It is further proposed that the Inter- Allied Naval Commission shall loan to 
each of the five Principal Allied and Associated Powers 

I Battleship 

I Light Cruiser 

3 T.B.D’s. 

The duration of the loan to be one year, during which time these ships may be used 
for any purpose, except that of being embodied in the fleets of these powers. On 
the termination of one year after the arrival of these vessels in a port of the power 
to which they have been loaned, they must either be broken up under the super- 
intendence of the Inter-Allied Naval Commission or sunk in deep water. 


Appendix D to No. 24 

1. Telegram from Panac to the British Delegation at the Peace Conference 
(Nov. 15th, 1919). 

Following has been received from Admiral Goette No. 1112 of Nov. 14th, 
begins Reference your Wireless Signal 1237 of 28th October, steps are being 
taken for the delivery of the tank steamers. Ends. 

2. Telegram from the British Ministry of Shipping to the British delegation at 
the Peace Conference (Nov. 15th, 1919). 

Message now received by Panac from Goette that steps are being taken for 
delivery of tank steamers. Unless Supreme Council decides otherwise management 
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arrangements previously made will be carried out on their arrival at Firth ofFoith. 
So far as Shipping Controller is concerned no compromise in this matter can be 
considered. 


Appendix F to No. 24 

Detention in the United States of ex-German Passenger Vessels allocated to Great 
Britain for Management 

Memorandum by British Delegation 

1. The following ex-German steamers were allocated for temporary manage- 
ment to the United States for the repatriation of their army by the Allied Maritime 
Transport Council at its fifth meeting in February, 1919: — 

Name Gross Tonnage 

Imperator 52,117 

Kaiserin Augusta Victoria 24,581 

Prinz Friedrich Wilhelm 1 7,082 

Mobile (ex Cleveland) 16,960 

Zeppelin 15,200 

Cap Finisterre I4>503 

Pretoria 13)234 

Graf Waldersee 1 3) 1 93 

2. When these steamers were first obtained from Germany in March last, Great 
Britain, recognizing the vital need of the United States to repatriate their army, 
fully and frankly acquiesced in these steamers being managed and employed by 
them, though such action delayed seriously the completion of the Biitish repatria- 
tion. 

3. The U.S. Government, having subsequently intimated that their repatriation 
work was complete, and that the steamers were available for other purposes, it was 
unanimously decided at a meeting of the Allied Maritime Transport Executive in 
London on the 30th July, 1919, that all the above mentioned steamers should be 
allocated to Great Britain for management. Mr. Anderson, representing the U.S., 
was present at this meeting. 

4. Subsequently the French Government asked to be allowed to use some of 
these vessels. To meet this claim, an arrangement between the British and French 
Governments was arrived at, satisfactory to both parties. 

5. The allocation of these steamers is only for temporary management, and does 
not in any way prejudice the final disposal of the steamers under the treaty of 
peace. 

6. Great Britain’s need of these vessels is acute. She has to demobilise her army 
in India before. Christmas. Giviliar^, including business men, cannot go to the 
East this year owing to the lack of passenger ships. The waiting list of such pas- 
sengers to all parts is enormous. Over 25,000 South African passengers are awaiting 
transportation quite apart from British passengers requiring accommodation. The 
same, if not worse, applies to India and tJie East, also to Australia and Canada; 
Great Britain has to repatriate 400,000 soldier on long distance work. 
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7- In the month of September British crews were sent to New York to bring 
back the S.S. Imperator and all arrangements were concluded with the U.S. 
military and naval authorities to move her, but at the last moment the American 
Shipping Board interfered and refused to allow the vessel to be delivered to the 
British representatives, stating that their instructions were that the Imperator 
and the seven other vessels had been assigned to them. All arguments failed to 
induce them to admit that such was not the case. 

8. The vessels are, consequently, lying idle, and His Majesty’s Government is 
incurring a cost of hundreds of pounds daily in feeding and housing these British 
ci’ews, which were sent to America to bring these ships over. 

g. Neither the U.S. Shipping Board nor the U.S. Government have the smallest 
conceivable right to detain these vessels. 

10. The most pressing representations have been made by the British Ambas- 
sador at Washington to the U.S. State Department on several occasions, and the 
State Department admit that the ships ought to be handed over, but its efforts have 
failed to move the American Shipping Board. 

1 1 . Early in October, Sir Joseph Maclay, the British Shipping Controller, made 
a personal appeal to the Chairman of the American Shipping Board to release 
these vessels, but with no result. 

12. A complete deadlock has been reached owing to the unjustified action of the 
Shipping Board. 

13. In these circumstances the British Government requests the Supreme 
Council to address a formal request to the U.S. Government to hand over the 
above mentioned vessels to properly appointed agents of the British Government 
without delay. 

Mommber 14, igig. 


Appendix H to No. 24 

Draft of Instructions to be sent [^o] General Masterman 

Note to be handed to German Government: 

According to Article 202, last alinea, of the Peace Treaty, Germany agrees to 
displace no aeronautic material, this material to be delivered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

Germany, with a view to escaping this agreement, continually operates the 
displacement, and even the sale and exportation of this material. By attempting 
to thus render valueless the obligations which she assumed, she compromises the 
loyal execution of the Treaty signed and rectified [? ratified] by her. 

The Allied and Associated Powers remind Germany that the measures thus 
taken by her cannot be justified, and that, in consequence, the said displaced, sold 
or exported material must be delivered to them according to the terms of the Peace 
Treaty, or, in default thereof, its equivalent value, upon the entry into force of the 
'Treaty.,' 

" m 
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H. D. 95.] Xotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d' Or say, Paris, on Tuesday, 

Jsfovember j 8 , igig, at 10.^0 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. PI. Norman. 

France’. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy. M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G, A. Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Admiral McCulIy, U.S.N., Captain Madison, U.S.N., Lt.- 
Commander Koehler, U.S.N., Dr, J. B. Scott, Mr. A. W, Dulles. 
British Empire: Mr. A. Leeper, Commandant [sic] Dunne, R.N., Captain 
Fuller, R.N., Commandant [w] Macnamara, R.N., Mr. H. W. Malkin. 
France: M. Loucheur, M. Arnavon, Commandant du Chayla. 

Italy : Amiral Cagni, M. Vannutelli-Rey, Captain Ruspoli, Commandant 
Ingianni, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. 

Report of the Reparation [Not printed]’' 

Commission on the De- 
mands presented by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Dele- 
gation on the subject of 
the Distribution of Austro- 
Hungarian Mercantile 
Tonnage 

2. M. PiGHON obsert^ed that this question depended on the decision to be 

taken on the previous question, which had been ad- 
S^naiure of the Austnan journed. He proposed likewise to adjourn the discussion 
Treaty by the Serb-Croat - rii • 

Slovene Delegation ^f this point to the following meeting. 

(This was agreed to.) 

3. M. Glemenceau stated that it was necessary to fix a date for signing the 

Treaty with Bulgaria. 

BulgariariTreatv pointed out that certain questions of detail 

" "had still to be settled before the signature could take place. 
The signature of Serbia was dependent on a prior settlement of the question 
of distribution of Austro-Iiungarian mercantile tonnage. Within eight days 
^ The discussion of this subject (cf. No. ig, note 2, and No. 20, minute 8 ) ‘was adjourned 
until the following meeting’. 
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the Council would know whether or not it could count on obtaining the 
signature of Roumania. Moreover,; the Council had decided, upon the 
request of Switzerland, to insert in the Bulgarian Treaty articles guaranteeing 
Swiss neutrality. As far as the Bulgarians were concerned, no difficulties 
would be raised in this connection, but it would still be necessary to inform 
them of this matter upon the arrival of their delegates in Paris, which would 
take place the following day. These various considerations made it evident 
that the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty could not take place before the 
following Wednesday or Thursday. 

(After a short discussion, Thursday, November 27 tli, was settled upon as 

the date for the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty.) 


4. M. Clemengeau felt inclined simply to reply to M. Venizelos that the 
. , . . , Council adhered integrally to the text of the letter it had 

Consideration of letters . ° ^ t i 1 

of November 15th and ^ent him on November i2th.3 M. Berthelot could under” 

17th from M. Venizelos take the preparation of this letter. 

relative to the situation M. DE Martino agreed entirely with M, Clemenceau’s 
in Smyrna. {See Appen- suggestion. He wished to correct a misleading phrase in 
dices B and C^) Venizelos’ letter of November 15th (see Appendix 

B). It was there said (see page 2)+ that the Commission on Greek Territorial 
Claims had categorically approved the Greek claims on Smyrna and the 
neighbouring region. He felt obliged then to point out that the Italian 
representative on that Commission had always contested the Greek claims. 
It was decided : 


( 1 ) that M. Berthelot prepare a letter to be sent to M. Venizelos informing 

him that the Supreme Council adhered integrally to the point of 
view set forth in its letter of November 12 th ; 

( 2 ) that the above letter be signed by the President in the name of the 

Supreme Council and despatched immediately. 


5. (The Council had before it a telegram from Sir George Clerk dated Novem- 
. ber 1 6th (see Appendix D).) 

Hungary Eyre Crowe read and commented upon this telegram. Pie 

pointed out that the information contained therein was less satis- 


2 Appendix G is not printed. In this letter M. Venizelos replied to the Supi'eme Council’s 
request for information formulated in the penultimate paragraph of its letter to him of 
November 12 (see No. 20, appendix A). M. Venizelos stated that he had just been informed 
by the Greek High Commissioner at Smyrna that ‘in conformity with the proposals of 
General Milne approved by the Supreme Council, the Greek troops, after having occupied 
their new positions in the Pergame sector, were obliged to cross the line in the direction of 
Soma, because of an aggression by Turkish bands, to pursue and disperse the assailants. 
Having achieved this purpose, they hastened to return to their original position. This 
action took place by virtue of a new authorization from General Milne» by the terms of 
which Greek troops may, in defending themselves, counter attack and pursue the enemy 
beyond their line to a distance of three kilometers, under the obligation of returning to their 
original line after having dispersed the enemy. Mr. Sterghiadis adds that the use made of 
this authorization was brought to the attention of General Harboury [Harbord?], repre- 
sentative of General Milne, who formulated no observations nor reserves.’ 

3 See No. 20, appendix A. A The penultimate paragraph of the letter. 
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factory, that arrests of certain political leaders were taking place at Budapest, 
and that if the situation did not improve, Sir George Clerk might be obliged 
to carry out the threat which he had already several times made of leaving 
Hungary. 

(Discussion of this question was adjourned pending the receipt of more 
precise information.) 

6. M. Glemengeau stated that as a result of the conversation he had had 

that morning with the French Naval Expert it had become 
Distribution of the point of view set forth, in the latest British 

enemy warships ^ , tt r i i-rr i 

proposition was an entirely new one. He found it dimcult to 
reach immediately a decision on such an important point in the absence of 
the Minister of Marine who was at that moment not in Paris. He felt that 
the Minister of Marine would not be disinclined to agree with the British 
proposals. Up to that time his own point of view had been somewhat difier- 
ent, but the new arguments presented to him had rather shaken his convic- 
tions and he was quite ready to change his previous point of view in order to 
arrive at an agreement. Nevertheless he wished time for reflection. He could 
not indeed pretend that the idea of destroying the vessels would not be very 
unfavourably received by French public opinion. If a solution of that nature 
were adopted, at the very least it would be necessary to draw up a statement 
clearly setting forth the reasons which militated in favour of that solution. 
Unfortunately the present state of the French navy was so regrettable that 
French public opinion would not understand why the navy should not use 
the share of German ships which were allotted to it. At any rate it would 
be necessary to act with due consideration for French public opinion which 
was acutely interested in this question. 

(The discussion of this question was adjourned.) 

7. Mr. Polk wished to call attention to the fourth paragraph of the decision 

f, r,, w. , relative to German Oil Tank Ships in the Minutes of 

Correction of the Mmuies ■ -r^ tT*- \ 1 • 1 t - i 

of the meeting of the the preceding meeting (H. D. 94,5 Minute 2), which did 
Council of November xy, not entirely conform to what he had said. What he had 
1919 {H- D. 94Y> rela- .actually said was that he would undertake to transmit 
iwe to the German Oil -(.q Government Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal, recom- 
mending its adoption, and that in the meantime the 9 oil 
tank ships of the Deutsch-Amerikanische Petroleum Gesellschaft should be 
retained without being used. 

M. DE Percin asked if the remaining tankers could at once be used, as was 
set forth in the preceding paragraphs of the decision in question. 

Mr. Polk replied in the affirmative. 

It was decided: 

that paragraph 4 of the decision relative to German Oil Tank Ships 
(meeting of November 17th, 1919, H. D, 94, s Minute 2), should be modified 
to read as follows : 

‘(4) that Mr. Polk would transmit to his Government the foregoing pro- 
s No. 24. 


posals of Sir Eyre Crowe and recommend tlie adoption thereof, and 
that in the meantime the 9 oil tank ships claimed by American 
interests should be retained without being used.® 

8. M. Fromageot explained that the question of German ships transferred 
to Dutch Navigation Companies had been brought up 
German ships transfoned ^ Council demanding that the Germans 

MZatL'^ComP^nTs ^^tain the 5 vessels in course of construction which they 
claimed to have legally transferred to Holland in 1915 
and 1916, The Dutch Government had protested against this note and main- 
tained that the Dutch Navigation Companies were legal owners of the vessels 
in question. The Dutch note had been replied to and Germany had replied 
to the note which had been sent it.® The question raised was the validity of 
a change of flag during the course of a war of a vessel belonging to a belli- 
gerent country. That question had not been juridically decided in an identi-^ 
cal manner by all the Allied and Associated Powers. In France a very ancient 
rule was followed which had been laid down at the time of the war of 
American Independence by an Ordinance of 1778. That ordinance settled 
that no ship could avail itself of a neutral flag if that neutral flag had been 
acquired in the course of the war. The French had never ceased to apply that 
rule. In America and England the system followed was apparently different, 
and a transfer made in good faith was considered valid in principle; but if 
account were taken of the jurisprudence of prize courts it would be seen that 
in practice decisions were in general similar to those arrived at in France. 
In any case, as it might well be embarrassing to ask their Allies to adopt a 
course that would not be fully consistent with the juridical principles which 
they accepted theoretically, he thought, in agreement with his colleagues, 
that it would be preferable not to reply to the German note until the Treaty 
had come into force. The Treaty specified (see Part VIII, Annex III, 
paragraph 7) that Germany must secure for herself the full title to the pro- 
perty in all those ships that were transferred during the war. Basing their 
position upon that very definite text, the Allied and Associated Powers would 
be legally justified in demanding from the Germans delivery, pure and 
simple, of those vessels, without needing to engage in theoretical and obscure 
discussions upon the validity of the transfers. 

(After a short discussion 
It was decided: 

not to reply before the Treaty came into force to the German note upon 
the German vessels transferred during the war to Dutch navigation com- 
panies.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) , 

Hdtel de Crillon, 

Paris ^ November 18 j igjg. 

® See Vol. I, No. 74, minute i, and in the present volume No. 12, minute 6 and No. 13, 
minute 6. 
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Appendix B to No. 25 

Greek Delegation to the Peace Congress. park, November ij, igig. 

From: M. E. K, Venizelos 
To: M. Glemenceau. 

I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of the letter which Your Excellency 
was kind enough to send me on November 12, relative to the Commission of 
Inquiry of Smyrna.^ 

Owing to the spirit of friendly confidence inspiring the answer of the Supreme 
Council to the written claims and verbal reserves which I had the honour to set 
forth, I think it my duty not to insist on the errors in the investigation, consequent 
to the incontestable irregularities committed in the course of the procedure adopted 
by the Commission. 

But it would be a slight on the respectful sincerity of the sentiments which I 
always expressed to the Supreme Council, to not point out to the benevolent 
attention of the Council the reflections suggested to me, on two points, by the 
answer given. 

In the first place, the Supreme Council expresses the hope that the dangerous 
tension, which seems still to exist on the boundaries of the zone of Greek occupa- 
tion, will be, little by little, reduced by the wisdom and justice of the Greek 
administration and thanks to the work of delimitation recently terminated by 
General Milne, Commander of the Allied Forces in Anatolia. 

The Supreme Council may entirely rely upon the maintenance of a perfect 
order in the zone of occupation of the Greek Army. But it would be a misunder- 
standing of the reality of the facts which provoked this dangerous tension, existing 
on the boundaries of the zone of occupation, to expect its reduction by the effects 
of Greek administration. In fact, its vigilance is all exercised within these 
boundaries while the tension referred to above results from attacks launched from 
outside. Their authors are not only free to organize them, but they were under 
the impression of being encouraged to do so by the procedure of the investigation 
in which they discerned disfavour for the Greek regime. Therefore, they continued 
their powerless aggressions again and again, as the risks were reduced by the fact 
that Greek troops had to limit themselves to repulsing them without authority to 
pursue them. 

An objective examination of the facts leads to the conclusion that the good order 
existing in the zone of Greek occupation will be as well assured beyond its limits 
as soon as the Turks, deprived of the hope of finding support in instigating trouble, 
will really become conscious of their defeat. This result will certainly be obtained 
by the definite decisions of the Peace Conference. 

In the second place, the Supreme Council notices that the occupation of Smyrna 
was only decided for political reasons, and constitutes no new right in the future. 
May I point out that, whatever be the reasons for the decision to send Greek troops 
to Smyrna, the Supreme Council could not be mistaken as to the interpretation 
given it, with good reasons, by the Greek Government and people. The Greek 
claims on Smyrna and the neighbouring region were not only well-known, but 
they had been officially formulated to the Conference, defended at length before 
the Supreme Council, and frankly approved by the Committee on Greek Terri- 
torial Claims. In occupying Smyrna, Greece knew that [?if] she was not yet legally, 
she was at least morally, entitled to it. She did not simply send her troops as 
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executive instruments to a foreign country, as she had previously done in Russia, 
but as organs most interested in the success of an international mandate, with a 
view to maintaining order in an essentially great country. Therefore, although the 
occupation of Smyrna did not constitute, from a strictly juridical point of view, 
a new right to the benefit of Greece, in fact, it has created a new situation which 
should not be disregarded. It does not extend the rights which Greece previously 
had in Smyrna, and already recognized by the Committee on Greek Affairs, but 
at least it corroborates them and strengthens the legitimate confidence of the 
Greek nation in the final decision of the Peace Conference. 

I entirely share this sentiment, as I am convinced that the rights of my country 
in Smyrna are in full accord with the general situation of the world, and with the 
wishes and interests of the population. 

Please accept, etc. 

E. K. Venizelos 


Appendix D to No. 25 

Telegram from Sir G. Clerk, Budapest, to Supreme Council 

Movember 16, igig. 

No. 8 . 

Order has so far been completely maintained and general life of city is quite 
normal but there have occurred instances of unauthorized arrests and attempted 
arrests of prominent socialists and social democrats. These are people who have 
been in consultation with me and in negotiation with present government in 
regard to formation of a coalition. I have made strongest possible representations 
to government who assures me incidents are completely unauthorized acts of 
individual officers or soldiers. This may be so but instances are all the more 
significant of lack of authority of government. I have said that I can only regard 
arrests of political leaders with whom both I and government are in consultation 
as deliberate insults to Allies and that unless I have formal and definite guarantees 
that no one will be molested in this way I shall leave Budapest at once. 


No. 26 

H. D. 96 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room, Quai d^Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 
November ig, igig, at ii.oo am. 

Present; U.S.A. \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, A-f. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Qjientin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: f/.iS'.Jl.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. Fran£e: yL, dtPertcm. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. . .. •. ■ • . 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A. : Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Lt.-Commander Koehler, 
U.S.N.. 

British Empire: Mr. A. Deeper, Mr. Forbes- Adam. 

France: General Payot, General Le Rond, M. Laroche, M. Kammerer, 
M. de Montille. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri. 

Japan : M. Shigemitsu. 

1. 

Treaty between 
Greece and Bulgaria 

2 . 

Signature of 
Minorities Treaty 
with Roumania 

3. (The Council had before it a telegram from the Esthonian Minister of 
Repest cfthEsthonians Affairs, dated November 12th (see Appendix 

for the establishment of a ^J') 

neutral zone between the M. Kammerer read and commented upon the tele- 
Baltic States and Russia gram. He said that this request tended to replace the 
under the control of a local troops in those territories by Allied troops. He 
^ thought this would not be an enviable position for the 

Allies to be in between the Bolshevists and the Baltic States, and that it would 
imply a sort of agreement between the Allies and the Bolshevists. 

^ The Supreme Council considered a report from the Committee on New States, dated 
November 17, 1919, and an annexed ‘draft agreement on Balkan emigration’ (appendix A 
in original). This report and draft agreement are printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, 
pp. 527-34. After some discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(i) to submit to the 
Bulgarian Delegation the Treaty between Greece and Bulgaria with regard to reciprocal 
emigration; (see Appendix A [a. sup. I)', (2) that two days’ time be given to the Bulgarian 
Delegation to consider this text; (3) that the question whether the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers should sign this Treaty would be considered later. It was further 
decided: that Mr. Polk should refer to Washington the question of the signature of this 
Treaty by the United States.’ (This decision is printed ibid., vol. xiii, pp. 537-8.) 

* The Supreme Council considered a note on this subject, dated November 18, 1919, 
from the Committee on New States (appendix B in original). This note is printed by 
D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, p. 542. After some discussion the Supreme Council decided : 
‘(i) that no answer was called for by the Roumanian note relating to the Minorities Treaty, 
and that no further action be taken until an answer had been received from the Roumanian 
Government to the note of November 15th [see No. 23, minute 2] ; (2) that if that answer 
were in the affirmative the Roumanian Delegation should be required immediately to put 
their observations before the Committee on New States; (3) that the Committee on New 
States should within twenty-four hours present a report to the Supreme Council on those 
observations; it being understood that the Minorities Treaty could not be modified in its 
general principles, but only in respect of such articles, e.g. i o, 1 1 and r 2, as purely concerned 
Roumania. (See appendix B [y. This decision is printed ibid., vol. xiii, p. 543. 


[Not printed]’' 


[Not printed] 2 



M. Glemengeau said that he felt perfectly sure that it was the unanimous 
opinion of the Council that such a request should not be granted. 

It was decided : 

not to grant the request of the Esthonian Minister of Foreign Affairs 
for the establishment of a neutral zone between the Baltic States and 
Russia under the control of a third State, to be appointed by the Confer- 
ence. (See Appendix C.) 

4. (The Council had before it a letter from the Secretary General of the 
Polish Delegation (see Appendix D),3) 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the letter. 
He added that the Council had already decided on 
November 1 1 th to hear the Polish Delegates without com- 
municating the report to them. He would ask the Polish 
Delegates to appear before the Council at the following 


[Not printed]-* 


3 Not printed. This letter, dated November 17, 1919, acknowledged receipt of a letter 
dated November 12, 1919, which M. Dutasta had addressed to the Polish delegation in 
consequence of the decisions of the Supreme Council of November i r, recorded in No. 19, 
minute 7. The letter from the Polish delegation stated that ‘the Polish Plenipotentiary 
Delegates, Messrs. Ladislas Grabski and Stanislas Patek have arrived in Paris and are 
ready to comply with the invitation of the Supreme Council. The Polish Delegates would 
be pleased to become acquainted with the new draft of statute for Eastern Galicia, before 
they set forth their observations on the said statute.’ 

* Not printed. In opening the discussion of this matter ‘General Le Rond said that the 
question of transferring the sovereignty over the territories subject to a plebiscite had to be 
settled between the Commissions of the Allies and the German delegates, who had just 
arrived. The different plebiscite commissions had been organized since November 10, but 
they had had great difficulty in getting their personnel; some of the members were still in 
Rome, others in London, trying to get it together. That was one reason why the discussion 
with the German delegates had not started. The questions to be discussed with the Germans 
arose from the application of the Treaty.’ General Le Rond outlined these questions of 
organization and after a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(i) that in the 
course of negotiations with the German Delegates appointed to sign the protocol the German 
Government should be asked to appoint to each Government Commission an official who, 
having been accepted by the Commission, would act as an intermediary between the Central 
German Government and the Commissions; (2) that financial representatives be appointed 
by each Power to prepare, together with General Le Rond, a report on the financial 
questions relative to the organization of plebiscite areas and to the occupation of Dantzig 
and Memel. (Mr. Polk made the reservation that the United States Government could not 
be represented on this Commission as the Treaty with Germany had not yet been ratified 
by the Senate.)’ 

With reference to die subject of resolution (i) General Le Rond had observed that the 
appointment of such a German official was particularly desirable in connexion with matters 
of economic organization. Withreference to the subject of resolution (2) the general observed 
that all expenses were to be charged against local revenues, present and future, but since 


Mote from the Polish 
Delegation requesting 
that the Arrangement 
regarding Galicia be 
communicated to them 

meeting. 

5- 

Organization of 
Plebiscite Zones 
in Germany 



6. General Payot said that Marshal Foch’s staff had examined the question 
of transportation of troops and supplies with the repre- 
Cost of transportation of ggntatives of the Allied Armies and had drafted a memo- 
^kbiscite^cmaf^^^ randum which could be transmitted to the German 

Delegates who would have 48 hours to examine the 
proposal. If the Germans accepted this, the question would be settled; 
otherwise the Allied Delegates might see the German Delegates and come 
to an agreement with them. He pointed out that in the memorandum to be 
submitted to the Germans, the question who would pay those expenses arose 
and as he had not known what the Council’s decision would be, a non- 
committal formula had been adopted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said there could be no doubt whatsoever that the cost of 
transportation of troops and of supplies was included in the costs of occupa- 
tion and therefore should be borne by the States to whom attribution of 
territories would be made. 

General Payot remarked that the cost of the transportation of troops 
alone would amount to approximately 5,000,000 marks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, in order not to give the Germans the impres- 
sion that ail costs were being imposed on them, it should be made clear in the 
memorandum to be submitted to the Germans that the costs of transportation 
were to be borne by the States to whom attribution of said territories would 
ultimately be made. 

It was decided; 

(1) that a memorandum should be submitted to the German Delegates 

regarding the transportation of troops and supplies in the plebiscite 
areas; 

(2) that the cost of transportation of troops and supplies in the plebiscite 

areas should be a charge against the States to whom attribution of 
these territories would be made and that a phrase to that effect 
would be put in the memorandum to be submitted to the Germans ; 

(3) that a delay of 48 hours be given them for examination. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November ig, igig. 

current local revenues in the plebiscite area would be insufficient to meet the charges it was 
necessary to consider possible temporary apportionments, as between the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, Poland, and Germany, of expenses to be met by financial advances ; 
these expenses were of three main kinds: those of administration by local officials, of the 
maintenance of forces of occupation, and of maintaining the Plebiscite Commissions. 
‘Sir Eyre Croweliaid that it was difficult to solve that question without the advice of financial 
experts. The argument, however, did not take into account cases like Danzig and Memel. 
Neither Poland nor Germany were concerned there. The matter would have to be referred 
to his Government.’ 
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Appendix G to No. 26 


Peace Conference, Paris. 

Telegram. S.S. Reval 2375 /12 126 12 18 43. 

I am directed by the Conference of the Delegates of the Balkan [Baltic] States 
of the Republics of Lithuania, Latvia and Esthonia to inform you that the Con- 
ference has decided that in the event of an armistice being possible between the 
Baltic States and the de facto Government of Russia, a neutral zone should be 
established between the Russian front and the Baltic States under the administra- 
tion of a third State. Consequently, I have the honour to request the Peace Con- 
ference to entx'ust a State with the organization and control of the Administration 
in the neutral zone in order that the execution of the clauses of the eventual Treaty 
may be guaranteed. 

Esthonian Minister of Foreign Affairs. 


No. 27 

H. D. 97.] NoUs of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M, Pichon^s Room^ Quai d^Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 

November 20, igig, at 10.00 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A. \ Hon. Hemy White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint 
Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. G. A, Gordon. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A. : Colonel J. A, Logan, Dr. I. Bowman, Captain Madison, U.S.N., 
Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Lieut.-Gol. Kisch, Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. MacFadyean, 
Mr. Carr. 

France: M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. de Montiile. 

Italy: M. D’Amelio, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri. 

Japan : M. Shigemitsu. 

I. Sir Eyre Crowe called the Council’s attention to the importance of 

rr ■ 7- definitely settling the conditions of Peace to be submitted to 

unganan reaty Hungarians. The latest news from Budapest indicated 
that a coalition Government was in process of formation. He had just 
received two telegrams from Sir George Clerk (see Appendices A and B^) 

* Appendix B is not printed. It contained a brief telegram, No. i o, dated from Budapest 
on November i8, 1919, in which Sir G. Clerk stated: Tn view of the remarkable order and 
tranquillity which has signalled withdrawal of Roumanians and entry of Hungarian forces, 
mission of generals and I agree that despatch of further allied officers asked for in my 
telegram No. 6 [see No. 20, appendix E] is no longer necessary,’ 



which contained favourable news. A final, definite draft should be ready for 
submission by the time the Hungarians were in a position to send negotiators 
to Paris. But to arrive at such a final draft certain questions which were still 
undecided would have to be settled. The most important one related to the 
expenses caused by Roumanian occupation of Hungary and the means of 
meeting the same. If that point were now brought up for discussion it might 
take months to settle it. He thought it would be well to study the suggestion 
of the American legal experts that a clause should be inserted in the Treaty 
with Hungary giving the Reparation Commission power to settle that whole 
question in view of existing circumstances. The Drafting Committee might 
be asked to come at once to an agreement with the Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation Commission in order to draft such a clause. Another 
question to be settled related to the cession of Fiume; a formula to that effect 
would have to be found which could be inserted in the Treaty of Peace with 
Hungary. He thought that the Drafting Committee could likewise be charged 
with that task. 

M. Berthelot observed that as soon as the two points mentioned by 
Sir Eyre Crowe had been settled the Hungarian Treaty would be entirely 
ready for submission to the Hungarian Delegates. 

It was decided ; 

(1) that the Drafting Committee, in agreement with the Committee on 

Organization of the Reparation Commission, should prepare a draft 
article to be inserted in the Treaty with Hungary giving the Repara- 
tion Commission full power to settle the questions raised by the 
expenses of Roumanian occupation of Hungary ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee be charged with the preparation of a 

draft clause to be inserted in the Treaty with Hungary relating to 
the cession of Fiume by Hungary. 

2 . 

Report of the Committee 
on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission 
relating to the demands 

of the Serb-Croat- [Not printed]^ 

Slovene Delegation on 
the subject of the distri- 
bution of Austro- 
Hungarian mercantile 
tonnage 

2 M. Loucheur read and commented upon this undated report (appendix G in original). 
‘He was glad to be able to state that the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 
Commission, at a meeting attended by Italian and Jugo-Slav Representatives, had reached 
a unanimous decision. The formula agreed upon seemed to him a good one. With respect 
to vessels of less than 2 ,ooo tons the owners were to be left a free choice of flag in accordance 
with their nationality. It was understood that further agreement would be reached with 
respect to vessels of greater tonnage and that Jugo-Slav Delegates would be heard at the 
moment of reaching such an agreement.’ The Supreme Council approved the recom- 
mendations of the Committee. 
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Report of the Committee 
on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission 
on the provisional distri- 
bution of rolling stock [Not printed] 3 

between states forming 
part of the former 
Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy 


4. (The Council had before it a report of the Committee on Organization 


Report of the Committee 
on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission 
on the terms of a loan of 


of the Reparation Commission on the terms of a loan of 
1 1 00,000,000. by way of payment for the provisioning of 
Austria during the next six months (see Appendix E).) 
M. Lougheur said that the Committee on Organiza- 


%ioo,ooofioo by way of tion of the Reparation Commission had examined the 
payment for the provi- unanimous report submitted to it by the sub-commission 

stoning of Austria unng Vienna. That sub-commission recommended 

as essential a loan to Austria of $100,000,000 to cover 


the supply of food-stuffs and coal of which Austria would have need during 
the next six months. The action contemplated was of a very important 
character and evidently necessitated a careful study on the part of the 
Governments interested. Moreover a loan, how;ever large, would not 
suffice to smooth away all difficulties. It was not only money that was 
needed; cars*^ and food were especially necessary. He had recently had 
a conversation with Mr. Benes. Apparently everything needed in the way 
of sugar, coal and shoes could be found in Czecho-Slovakia. Czecho- 
slovakia had shown a willingness to join the consortium to be created with 
the object of restoring the economic life of Austria. On the other hand, it was 
essential to supply Vienna with grain. Grain was already scarce in Vienna 
and within three weeks it would be completely lacking. The Serbian portion 
of the Banat alone seemed in a position to furnish the necessary grain. He 
expected to see M. Trumbitch very soon and, if the Council did not object, 
to bring some pressure to bear on him to hasten the despatch to Austria of 
the grain which Jugo-Slavia had contracted to deliver and of which it had 
not yet delivered half. He himself thought that it became a question of a 


3 M. Loucheur explained the British note of November 1 3, r 9 1 9, on this subject (appendix 
D in original: see No. 22, minute 5 and note 5). The Supreme Council decided: ‘(i) that 
the question of the nomination of a Commission to sit at Vienna for the distribution of 
rolling stock between the States forming a part of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
be referred to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission which, if its 
sub-commission specially charged with Austrian questions should reach a unanimous 
decision in favour of said nomination, should take the measures necessary to carry such 
decision into effect; (2) that if the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Com- 
mission or its sub-commission should not reach a unanimous decision, the question should 
again come before the Council at an early meeting.’ 

^ i.e. railway trucks. 
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direct loan from Serbia to Austria and he would likewise confer with M. 
Trumbitch on that point. The Allied and Associated Powers in his opinion 
should only concern themselves with additional loans. Each Government 
would of course have to determine the extent of the financial aid which it was 
ready to give to the work of the rebuilding of Austria, He had not yet been 
able to see the French Minister of Finance on that point. He pointed out that 
the Government of the United States had several times declared that it could 
not participate in the loan in question. The United States pointed out that 
as they had made large advances to the Allies it was incumbent upon the 
latter to make the financial arrangements which they judged essential with 
the States of Central Europe. 

Mr. White observed that the Government of the United States had 
already several times defined its position on that question. In order to 
summarize the question without unduly taking up the Council’s time, he 
wished simply to read the following memorandum : 

‘Paris, November 19, 1919. 

‘The United States Government understands that this note from the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission must be passed 
on to the governments or the treasuries of the several Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

‘The American Delegation desires to point out that the point of view 
of the United States was brought to the attention of the O.C.R.C. by a 
note presented at the Plenary Meeting of Friday, September 17, 1919, 
and by numerous notes and memoranda presented to the O.C.R.C. and 
its several sub-committees from time to time since then. All these notes 
and memoranda have been distributed among the various Delegations. 

‘It is requested that the various governments or treasuries consider care- 
fully the various American notes and memoranda in reaching a decision. 

‘The American Delegation refers particularly to the American memo- 
randa presented at the meeting of the Organization Committee of the 
Reparation Commission on November 6, 1919 (17th Meeting) and the 
Extraordinary Plenary Meeting of November II, 1919.’ 

M. DE Martino said that in short it was a question of making an important 
loan to Austria. It seemed to him that it was not for the Council, but for the 
respective Governments, to reach a decision on that question. 

M. Lougheur said that it was only a question of the Council submitting 
a plan for the approval of the respective Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the situation was as follows: the Council 
had before it a unanimous report of the Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission. He had transmitted the same to his Government. 
It did not seern to him that M. Loucheur’s views corresponded entirely with 
the plan of action, which was to reach an agreement between the various 
Governments as soon as possible. He felt obliged to state, moreover, that he 
had been informed from London that Great Britain could not consent to 
make a loan if America did not make one. He had received two telegrams 
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from Vienna which showed the situation to be desperate. The first telegram, 
dated November igth, said that within a week flour would be completely- 
lacking at Vienna unless immediate measures were taken, and that snow-falls 
threatened to interrupt traffic between Vienna and Trieste, which would 
have disastrous consequences. The Communist Party intended to take 
advantage of the threatened famine to create disorders, and as the Govern- 
ment was greatly weakened serious consequences were to be expected. A 
second telegram dated the same day stated that the railroad from Trieste was 
still open thus permitting the immediate despatch of flour to Vienna. The 
telegram added that strikes were imminent in Vienna, and also in the 
Province of Styria. The result of this was that the situation was most alarm- 
ing and that some action must be taken within a week. He was informed that 
negotiations had taken place between Great Britain and Italy with a view of 
sending to Vienna a part of the grain then at Trieste, which would be paid for 
by the remainder of a loan of $2,000,000. It seemed to him that the grain 
could be shipped to Vienna without awaiting a final settlement of the question 
of credits. 

M. DE Martino said that he would recommend favourably to his Govern- 
ment Sir Eyre Crowe’s suggestion. He wished also [to] point out that Italy 
had already sent a large quantity of food to Austria. 

M. Loucheur agreed fully with Sir Eyre Crowe. He thought it absolutely 
essential that the grain then at Trieste be immediately sent to Vienna. 
Moreover, he would see the Minister of Finance. He thought it important 
to submit immediately to the respective Governments the report of the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission then before the 
Council. Modifications, which a closer study of the question might seem to 
render necessary, could later on be suggested. 

M. DE Martino called the Council’s attention to the first paragraph of the 
conclusions of the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commis- 
sion (see page 3 of the Report, s Appendix E). It was there stated that the 
Austrian Government should forthwith prohibit by law the sale, transfer or 
disposal, outside of Austria or to other than Austrian nationals, of any assets 
of the country, either publicly or privately owned. That provision seemed 
to him unduly restrictive; its effect would be to prohibit all commerce with 
foreigners. The measures proposed should, he thought, only aflfect public 
property, or at the very most, real property belonging to individuals. 

M. Loucheur said that the paragraph criticized by M. de Martino would 
be studied anew; that, however, should not hinder the submission to the 
various Governments of the report in its present form. He wished to point 
out that said first paragraph, among other points, was aimed at the question 
of works of art, which had given rise to certain difficulties. ^ 

M. DE Martino replied that, in conformity with the Treaty of Saint 
Germain, his Government was conducting pourparlers on that subject -wdth 
the Austrian Government. 

M. Matsui feared that the geographic situation of Japan would make it 
s The first sub-paragraph of the penultimate paragraph of the report. 

;■ 3 ^ 1 '' ■ . . . 



difficult for his Government to render effective aid in a matter of such great 
urgence. However, he would not fail to telegraph his Government. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the report of the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 

Commission on the terms of a loan of one hundred miUiou dollars 
($100,000,000) hj way of payment for the provisioning of Austria 
during the next six months (see Appendix E) he submitted by the 
various Delegations for the examination of their respective Govern- 
ments; 

(2) that the first paragraph of the conclusions of the Committee on 

Organization of the Reparation Commission, beginning with the 
words, ‘‘First : Require the Austrian Government forthwith . . be 
examined again by the said Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission. 

5, M. Loucheur, before leaving the room, wished to call the CounciPs 
attention to the serious results, from the point of view 
Date of the Deposit of execution of the Treaty, of the delay in the ex- 

TreatywSi G^many Change of ratifications. The Germans had to make a 
series of deliveries the details whereof had to be settled 
before December 31st. With respect to coal, for instance, under the terms of 
the Treaty the Germans had to furnish fifteen hundred thousand tons per 
month; as the Treaty was not yet in force they had furnished only five 
hundred and ten thousand tons the preceding month and it was probable 
that their November deliveries would be even smaller. On the other hand, 
with respect to personal property, the Allied and Associated Powers were 
unable to consummate any of the necessary arrangements. It would be easy 
to cite examples showing how serious a matter was the delay in the deposit of 
ratifications. 

M. Berthelot said that the date of exchange of ratifications could not be 
fixed before Germany had made known its intentions with respect to signing 
the Protocol. Moreover, the organization of the Plebiscite Commissions 
would have to be completed. Everyone was unanimous in wishing that the 
Treaty enter into force as soon as possible. But, certain questions had to be 
settled first. Among them might be mentioned the negotiations between 
Poland and Germany, whose transfer to Paris had been requested by Poland. 

M. Loucheur thought certainly that before the exchange of ratifications 
the Germans should be made to sign the Protocol relative to violations of 
Armistice clauses. But it did not seem to him that the question of Germano- 
Polish negotiations was germane to the putting into force of the Treaty. 
With respect to the Commissions, he thought that the Allied and Associated 
Powers could ^dictate their decisions to the Germans and that long negotia- 
tions would consequently be unnecessary. In any event, he wished to insist 
that the putting into force of the Treaty should not be indefinitely postponed. 
The Allied and Associated Powers were running the risk of being foreclosed 
with respect to certain of their demands. The Germans should at once be 
notified of a date on which the Treaty would be put into force. If they 
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created difficulties the responsibility for delay would at least lie at their door. 
Moreover, the Allied and Associated Powers possessed the means of bringing 
effective pressure to bear upon the Germans. The latter could be prevented 
from disposing of their foreign securities which they had great need of selling 
in order to procure foodstuffs. 

General Le Rond called the Council’s attention to the difficulties ex- 
perienced by the Commissions in recruiting the necessary personnel. The 
British Treasury had not yet given an answer on the question of allowances 
to members of Commissions. That delay made recruiting very difficult. A 
Commission had been established to examine into the financial organization 
of plebiscite zones and it was necessary that an agreement on that point be: 
reached before the negotiations with the German Delegates could advan- 
tageously be begun. 

M. PiGHON proposed to settle upon December ist as the date of exchange 
of ratifications. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the Germans must be notified of that date 
and told that they would accordingly have to sign the Protocol before 
December ist. 

It was decided ; 

(1) that the first of December he fixed as the date for the deposit of rati- 

fications ; 

(2) that the Secretary General of the Conference notify the German 

Delegation of the foregoing decision, and inform it at the same time 
that the Protocol relating to the nonfulfilment by Germany of 
certain Armistice Clauses must be signed by the German Delegates 
before that date. 

6. (At this point M. Patek and M. Grabski entered the room.) 

St tus f asked the Polish Delegates to be good enough to 

Eastern Galicia Council their views on the status of Eastern Galicia. 

M. Patek replied that they would be glad if they could first 
obtain the new draft which had been submitted to the Council. 

M. PiCHON explained that the Council wished to know their feeling on the 
general question. 

M. Patek said that M. Paderewski and M. Dmowski had already had 
occasion to speak to the Council on the status of Galicia. He wished to add 
several general words on the proposal under discussion, as well as on the 
impression which its adoption would certainly create in Poland. Until the 
present time, Eastern Galicia had formed an integral part of Poland. Even 
during the partition Eastern Galicia had not been separated from the Polish 
provinces annexed to Austria. At the present time Poland wag being offered 
a mandate for a territory which had never ceased to belong to it. Poland had 
indeed been told that the terms of this mandate were especially favourable; 
nevertheless, it meant separating Eastern Galicia from Poland. When Spitz 
and Orava were under consideration it was a question of territories belonging 
to Hungary which had not formed a part of the former Kingdom of Poland. 
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Furthermore, the Poles had had to reach an agreement with the Czecho- 
slovaks. But in Eastern Galicia they had no opponents. In fact, opposition 
could not be predicated of the Ukraine, which had no real existence, nor of 
Russia, which had no concern with Eastern Galicia. Therefore, if Eastern 
Galicia were no longer to be directly attached to Poland, the unanimous 
impression in his country would be that the Allies were taking away a pro- 
vince which belonged to Poland, and which was claimed by no other Govern- 
ment. Three days from that time Lemberg would celebrate the anniversary 
of its liberation from the Ukrainian yoke. Was he then to be told that a city 
in whose defence all classes of the population had freely shed their blood, was 
no longer on Polish soil? On the very day when celebrations would be held 
in honour of those who had heroically fallen in the streets of Lemberg, would 
it be announced in Paris that they had fallen on soil foreign to Poland? The 
Polish army was at that very time opposing the Bolsheviks. Was it not to be 
feared that that Army would become demoralized if it suddenly learned that 
the city for which it had fought, that the territory which it had freed, were 
no longer to be considered as belonging to Poland ? If the Polish troops got 
the impression that their leaders had deceived them when telling them a year 
ago that they were fighting in defence of Polish territory, it was to be feared 
that they would again believe themselves deceived when they were told that 
the Bolsheviks were the enemy to be fought. The objection indeed was made 
to the Polish argument that the population of Eastern Galicia was mixed and 
that hatred existed between Ruthenians and Poles. His reply was that in 
Eastern Galicia the proportion of mixed marriages was more than 35%. 
How could one speak of hatred under these conditions? The conclusion was 
inevitable that selfish intrigues of neighbouring countries and Austrian, and 
especially German money, which had sown seeds of discord in Eastern 
Galicia, were responsible for the bloody conflicts of recent times. It had been 
proven that Ruthenian agitators prior to the war had received money from 
German sources. That question had been brought up in the Reichstag and 
in the Parliament at Vienna, and no denial had been made of the specific 
facts adduced at that time. He recalled that the Germans had played a 
prominent part in the conflict which ravaged Eastern Galicia, and that, in 
many cases, Ukrainian troops had been commanded by German officers. 
At the time when he spoke all conflict had ceased and calm had returned in 
Eastern Galicia. The representatives of the Western nations found it difficult 
to appreciate the conditions existing in countries possessing less culture than 
theirs. The Ukrainian and Polish peasants had fought without being too 
dear as to the reasons therefor. While he spoke they were once more work- 
ing shoulder to shoulder and living in perfect harmony. He also wished to 
present geographical considerations of great weight. Free access to the sea 
was a necessity for Poland. It did indeed reach the sea at Dantzig but only 
by a narrow corridor which was constantly threatened by Germany. It was 
essential for Poland to obtain access to the Black Sea through Roumania, and 
possession of Eastern Galicia was vital from that point of view. He wished to 
add a word on the internal situation. The Diet at Warsaw had unanimously 



voted that there could be no Poland without Eastern Galicia. It was far 
from Ms intention to wish to use Poland’s internal situation as a threat but 
the Allied and Associated Powers must understand that the unanimous 
opinion of the Polish people had to be considered. M. Paderewski had been 
obliged to declare in parliament that he would not sign a Treaty which 
would take Eastern Galicia from Poland. If the solution of a mandate were 
imposed upon Poland, Paderewski’s cabinet would have to resign; the Polish 
army, ill fed, ill clothed, engaged in a severe struggle against the Bolshevists, 
would be threatened with demoralization. The Polish people, finally, would 
not understand how its Allies could have taken from it Galicia which had 
always formed part of Poland and which no one was claiming. It was 
important that the Council should realize the gravity of the situation in 
Poland; on one side Bolshevism, on the other, German revolution. In the 
interior a threatened famine. The Polish army was strong and Poland 
counted on it as an element of order. If the Army became demoralized 
Poland’s situation would become most serious and it would be threatened 
with extinction. That would be a catastrophe which would certainly have 
an effect on the situation of the western Powers, The only solution was to 
allow Eastern Galicia to become an autonomous province of Poland, subject 
if necessary, to an effective international control. Any other solution would 
entail consequences for Poland which were greatly to be dreaded. 

M. Grabski desired to add a few words to what M. Patek had said in order 
to show the Council the serious economic results for Eastern Galicia of any 
solution which would not make it an integral part of Poland. The situation 
in Eastern Galicia was in no way comparable to that of other regions which 
had suffered damages by the war. By virtue of the Treaty the Allied and 
Associated Powers were entitled to reparation for damages caused by the war, 
provided that they had taken part in the struggle on the side of the Entente. 
The countries which during the whole war had been part of Austro- 
Hungary, which was the case of Eastern Galicia, had no legal right 
to any reparation. Eastern Galicia, however, was one of the regions 
which had suffered the most. It had been devastated successively by the 
Russians, Austrians and Ukrainians. If to these devastations, estimated at 

22.000. 000.000 crowns, were added the loss resulting from the depreciation 
of Austrian currency, the economic situation in Eastern Galicia would be 
seen to be desperate. Out of 2,500,000 hectares of agricultural land, 

2.000. 000 hectares were not under cultivation. If left to its own resources 
Eastern Galicia would be unable to bear the burden placed upon it. It had 
a vital need of the help of all Poland. Poland had not waited for Eastern 
Galicia to be given it to come to the help of its inhabitants which it justly 
considered brothers. Although Poland itself lacked rye andnvheat and had 
had to solicit the help of the United States she had not hesitated to share her 
meagre resources with Eastern Galicia. If the solution of a Mandate pre- 
vailed, separate liabilities would have to be established which Eastern Galicia 
could not meet. France, which so admirably understood the duty of national 
solidarity towards its devastated regions, must understand that Galicia could 



only exist with the support of the remainder of Poland. Galicia's resources 
in petroleum would not suffice to amortize the numerous sums which would 
have to be advanced if its economic rehabilitation were to be made possible. 
The situation of Eastern Galicia had been compared with that of Austria, 
but it had been forgotten that there was still large fortunes in Austria and 
that Austria had not been devastated by the war. Any solution which would 
paralyse Poland in the work of rehabilitation she had undertaken in Galicia 
would be disastrous to the economic future of that province. 

M. Patek said that the Poles had been told that there was little difference 
between a long term mandate given to Poland over Galicia and an annexa- 
tion pure and simple of that province to Poland. In reality the difference was 
considerable, especially if account were taken of the fact that four plebiscites 
had already been imposed upon Poland, which had not failed to have a de- 
pressing effect on Polish public opinion. In conclusion he wished to point 
out that Poland was not asking her Allies to give her anything at all ; she was 
only asldng not to be deprived of the territory which she considered belonged 
to her as of right. 

(At this point M. Grabski and M. Patek left the room.) 

M. PiCHON asked whether any member of the Council thought that the 
views just expressed by the Polish Delegates necessitated a change in the con- 
clusions already reached by the Council. 

M. DE Martino was struck by M. Patek’s observations on the necessity of 
a territorial connection between Poland and Roumania through Eastern 
Galicia. He did not propose, however, to reopen the discussion. 

M. Laroche read and commented upon the report of the Committee on 
Polish Affairs dated November 20th (see Appendix F®). The Commission 
had been unanimous on all the articles considered, except on the second 
paragraph of article 2, where the majority of the Commission had proposed 
to insert after the words, ‘The Council of the League of Nations’, the words, 
‘deciding by a majority of votes’. 

M. PiGHON pointed out that according to the covenant of the League of 
Nations the general rule was that a decision should be by unanimous vote, 
but that when it was a question of the status of certain territories in analogous 
circumstances— like that of the Sarre— a majority of votes sufficed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to point out that he had had some difficulty in 
inducing his Government to make the concessions which had finally rendered 
a unanimous agreement possible. If the question had to be reopened he 
could not be responsible for the consequences. That was why he preferred 
to abide by the text proposed by the British Delegation which, moreover, 
corresponded to that which had been adopted at a meeting of the Council. 

M. Laroche said that there might be serious disadvantages if the opposi- 
tion of a single power could render impossible the adoption of a measure 

® This appendix is lacking in the original. The text of the report has been supplied from 
the official record of the proceedings of the Commission on Polish Affairs, and is printed 
as appendix F, 
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agreed upon by all the other Powers represented in the Council of the League 
of Nations. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that as the other Delegations were favourable to a 
mandate of unspecified duration, he could not see why they should feel the 
adoption of the principle of a unanimous vote to be dangerous. 

M. PiCHON remarked that possibly in 25 years Germany would be repre- 
sented on the Council of the League of Nations, He asked if it would not be 
dangerous to give Germany the possibility of preventing the unanimous will 
of the Allied and Associated Powers from taking effect. 

Sir Eyre Crowe repeated that he was most reluctant to reopen that 
question. Moreover he pointed out that an agreement had been reached by 
the Council on the text presented by the British Delegation. It was on the 
Commission’s own initiative that the question had again come before the 
Council at a time when it had a right to consider it finally settled, 

Mr. White said that he could not agree with Sir Eyre Crowe’s arguments. 
He felt that it was after all a question which concerned Poland rather than 
Great Britain. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired if it was not the American Delegation itself 
which had insisted that the question of a mandate should receive a permanent 
rather than a provisional settlement. 

Mr. White said that he was informed by his experts that this interpreta- 
tion of the attitude of the American Delegation was not exact. 

M. Laroche explained that the text referred back to the Commission by 
the Supreme Council was open to revision. The jurists had brought up the 
question of the procedure to be followed by the Council of the League of 
Nations. Moreover, it should be noted that there was a great difference 
between a mandate of unlimited duration and a mandate perpetually re- 
newed. If the Poles had been offered a mandate of unlimited duration their 
objections would have probably been much weaker. The attitude of the 
British Delegation did not seem to him entirely logical. That Delegation had 
insisted that the mandate be open for revision at the end of 10 years, it 
should, therefore, not favour a solution which would make any modification 
in the existing situation very difficult. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the arguments advanced by M. Laroche 
ran counter to the resolution previously adopted by the Council. 

M. PiGHON said that he favoured the point of view of the majority of the 
Commission but in order to arrive at an agreement he was ready to support 
the text proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

Mr. White stated that he was obliged to maintain his point of view and he 
asked M. Pichon to call upon Dr. Bowman who had some additional informa- 
tion to give. * 

Dr. Bowman thought that it would be well to define clearly the American 
Delegation’s point of view, which did not seem to have been entirely under- 
stood. The statements of the American Delegates on the Commission of 
Polish Affairs showed tliat they had desired a mandate of unlimited duration. 
On the other hand the British Delegation wished the mandate to be open for 
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revision at the end of lo years. By way of compromise a term of 25 years 
was agreed upon, and this had been accepted by the Council. When the 
question had come back to the Commission a further question had arisen as 
to the procedure to be followed by the Council of the League of Nations. 
That was an entirely different question from the previous one, and one on which 
no agreement had as yet been reached. If a unanimous vote was necessary, a 
single nation, possibly Germany, could prevent the opinion of all the Allies 
from taking effect. If what was aimed at was to reserve the possibility of 
taking Galicia from Poland, in the event of the latter committing abuses, it 
was necessary to provide for a decision to be reached by a majority vote. 
That would constitute a sufficient guarantee. On the contrary, if a unanimous 
vote was required, that would mean practically giving Poland a free hand. 
The idea of a majority vote was perfectly consistent with the idea previously 
expressed when asking that the mandate should be of unlimited duration. 
In both cases it had been desired to ensure to the League of Nations an 
effective control over the mandatory power. The original proposition of the 
American representative on the Commission on Polish Affairs was that at any 
time the Council of the League of Nations, deciding by a majority vote, 
could revise the mandate. 

M. PiGHON said that Dr. Bowman’s arguments only strengthened the 
opinion he had already expressed, but in consideration of the attitude of 
the British Delegation, which had already made numerous concessions, he 
remained inclined to support Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposition. 

M. DE Martino said that he was likewise disposed to support Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s proposition, always provided that a unanimous agreement could be 
reached on that very day. Personally he remained convinced that the solu- 
tion of the majority of the Commission was preferable and he retained his 
freedom of action if the United States maintained its point of view. 

Mr. White asked if the question could not again be referred to the Com- 
mission, which should try to reach an agreement. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that that would mean reopening the whole 
question. 

M. Laroche pointed out that the Commission had already tried in vain 
to reach an agreement and he did not believe that a further discussion would 
succeed, 

Mr. White asked to have until the following day to think the matter over. 
He felt that the question under discussion involved the very principle of the 
solution to be reached, and that that principle might become of vital impor- 
tance. It would have seemed to him more natural for an agreement to be 
reached in favour of the majority point of view, rather than that the majority 
should abandon its original point of view to agree with the ideas of a single 
Delegation. A very dangerous situation would be created if Germany might 
become a possible arbitrator of the decisions of the Allied and Associated 
Powers in such a grave question. 

M. PiGHON said that for practical reasons, in view of the necessity of reach- 
ing a conclusion, and of the fact that the attitude of the British Government 
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did not seem likely to be modified, he hoped that the Council could agree 
on the following day on the text proposed by the British Delegation. 

(The discussion of this question was adjourned until the following 
meeting.) 


7. At the request of Mr. White this question was adjourned as well as the 
question relative to the request of the Polish Delegation 

mquest of the Polish negotiations between Poland and Germany on 

Delegation that the nego- . => . . ^ 

nations with regard to questions relative to the execution 01 the ireaty or 
the relations between Versailles be transferred to Paris. 

Poland and Danzig be 


transferred from Warsaw 
to Paris 


(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ 

Paris, November 20, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 27 

Telegram from Sir George Clerk to the Supreme Council 

BUD.\PEST, November 17, igig. 

No. 9. 

With reference to my telegram No. 7 of November 13.'^ 

A meeting of the Government and the Opposition took place at five o’clock this 
evening at my house on Friedrich’s invitation. I think that he intended that this 
conference should end in a deadlock and this would have occurred had I not called 
about forty representative Hungarians to a meeting at my house at 3 p.m. today. 
This meeting lasted five hours. I began by making a plain-spoken and full state- 
ment of the present situation in Plungary as it appeared to me and those present 
reached the general conclusion that Friedrich must cease to be Prime Minister. 
The Committee of Ten will meet again at my house tomorrow, but great progress 
has, in my opinion, been made today. 


Appendix E to No. 27 

Conference de la paix 

Gomite d’Organisation de la Commission des Reparations. 

PARIS, le 14 novembre, igig. 

390 C.R. 

Sir: 

The Supreme Council decided by resolution of October 7, 1919 that a sub- 
Gommission of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission 
should be constituted at Vienna.^ 


No. 23, appendix B. 
II B b 
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The Sub-Commission has submitted an unanimous report, which has been care- 
fully considered by the Organization Committee, 

The main recommendation of the Sub-Commission is in effect the advance to 
Austria of $100,000,000.00, to cover the supply of such foodstuffs and coal as will 
be required by Austria during the next six months. This advance, together witii 
the sum of $48,000,000.00, advance[d] by the Allies during the last twelve montiis, 
would be consolidated into a single loan, to be secured by the total assets and by 
the present and future revenues, of the Austrian Republic, — the administration of 
both assets and revenues being entrusted to the Reparations Commission. It would 
be the duty of the latter during the next six months to formulate and put into 
operation a programe for the economic and financial reconstruction of Austria. 

If attention be confined to the financial aspect of the problem with which the 
Organization Committee is more particularly concerned, it is clear that the sum 
of $100,000,000.00, which is estimated as required as capital, cannot be provided 
by Austria itself; it follows that the funds must be directly advanced by one or more 
of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Recommendations of this scope raise questions which it is not within the com- 
petence of the Organization Committee to determine. They can, therefore, only 
submit them for the most immediate consideration and decision by the govern- 
ments concerned. 

It is quite clear that the respective powers themselves must decide whether to 
grant the loan, and whether the terms of any advances that may be made will 
permit the Reparations Commission to be entrusted with the responsibility con- 
templated. 

The Organization Committee desires to express it as their opinion that there is 
no escape from the conclusion that it is only in the institution of a central control- 
ling authority with wide powers over the financial and economic administration 
of Austria that any hope can be found of the salvation of that country. 

If the advances required can be supplied by any one or more of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and on terms that will permit, it is the sense of the Organization 
Committee that the following plan be adopted : 

That the Austrian Government be authorized to issue certificates ofindebtedness 
in an amount to be determined by the Sub-Commission at Vienna, convertible 
into first bonds to be issued pursuant to Article 181 of the Austrian Peace Treaty. 
A portion of these certificates to be given to the British, French and Italian 
Governments as security for all loans or credits heretofore made and to be given 
to the lending governments for all loans and credits hereafter to be made to the 
Austrian Government, in lieu and instead of the Austrian a.ssets now held or about 
to be taken as security foiToans or credits: such assets to be turned over to the 
Sub-Commission at Vienna together with all objects of art, the tobacco 
monopoly and the property of the late Royal and Imperial House, recently 
declared to be Government property, as well as any other liquid assets of the 
Austrian Government. All assets so turned over to be held by the Sub-Com- 
mission, and so far as available, to be administered by it for the purpose con- 
templated. The other portion of the certificates to be applied from time to time 
by the Sub-Commission in such manner as it may deem proper and necessary 
in the interests of reparation, at the same time assuring to Austria her minimum 
requirements in food, coal and raw materials, as provided by Article 181 of the 
Austrian Treaty of Peace. 

The Organization Committee further recommends that the foregoing plan be 
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communicated at once to the Austrian Government, and if the Austrian Govern- 
ment shall request the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission, 
in writing, to exercise immediately like powers to those conferred upon the 
Reparations Commission, and the Austrian Section thereof, by the Austrian Treaty 
of Peace, then the Sub-Commission in Vienna shall proceed as follows : 

First ; Require the Austrian Government forthwith to prohibit by law the sale, 
transfer, or disposal, outside of Austria or to other than Austrian Nationals, of 
any assets of the country, either publicly or privately owned, without the consent 
of the Sub-Commission at Vienna, and to declare void any such sales or transfers 
heretofore made after the signing of the Armistice of November 3, 1918, without 
the consent of the Austrian Government. 

Second'. To prepare forthwith and put into immediate operation a financial 
plan along the lines indicated in this report, in order to preserve Austria’s assets 
for reparation, and assure to Austria a minimum supply of food, coal and raw 
materials. 

Third: To exercise forthwith such control over the collection and expenditure 
of all taxes, customs and revenues of the Austrian Government as to the Com- 
mission shall appear necessary and desirable. 

Fourth: To commend [? commence] the study forthwith of the economic and 
financial conditions of Austria, and to prepare comprehensive plans for her 
rehabilitation, to the end that the reparation contemplated by the Austrian 
Treaty may be forthcoming. 

There is appended for transmission to the Governments concerned a copy of the 
report of the Sub- Commission at Vienna,'^ above referred to. 

I am, etc. 

MAUCLiHE, 

The President of the Supreme Council President of the 

of the Allied and Associated Powers. Organization Committee of the 

Reparations Commission. 

® Not printed. This report dated November 4, igig, to which were annexed statistical 
data illustrating the economic position of Austria, concluded with the following summary of 
recommendations : 

‘i. The provision of 30,000 tons of food immediately.’ (In this connexion the report had 
stated: ‘The failure of the neighbouring states to deliver foodstuffs contracted for by 
Austria and the difficulties of obtaining and transporting food supplies within Austria itself 
have brought Vienna, which constitutes about half the total population, to the brink of 
starvation. On Wednesday, October 29th, the Austrian Food Controller reported to the 
.Sub-Commission that there were no breadstuffs whatever in hand in Vienna as they had 
all been distributed as rations for the current week which ended the following Monday, 
while of fats, meat or any other foodstuffs controlled by the Government they had nothing. 
There is no reason to doubt the accuracy of this statement. At the same time it should be 
mentioned that on October 29th there were in transit from Trieste breadstuff supplies which, 
if duly delivered, would ration Vienna to November nth. The gra\>ity of the position lies 
in the probable recurrence of these acute shortages and the impossibility of relying upon 
railway deliveries. Existing food contracts are executed partially or not at»all; the contract 
with the Serbs, already a heavy drain on Austrian finance, is at the moment completely 
stopped, the Serbs wishing to impose an exportation tax of 40%. Food furnished by con- 
tract with the Argentine and en route from Rotterdam is momentarily held by the Germans 
at Mannheim.’) 

‘2. The provision of an additional 200,000 tons per month of coal.’ (In this connexion 
the report had stated: ‘It has been foimd impossible to provide with any I'egularity the 



Appendix F to No. 27® 

Rapport de la Commission des Affaires polonaises au Conseil Supreme. 

Document i 
Stalut de la Galicie orientate 

La Commission des Affaires polonaises, d’accord avec le Comite de redaction, 
a apporte aux articles deja adoptes du Statut de la Galicie orientale les change- 
ments rendus necessaires a la suite de la decision du Conseil supreme a la date du 
1 1 novembre.^® 

Les deux Commissions en ont fixe le texte tel qu’il figure ci-apres {voir Annexe).” 

Toutefois une divergence de vues s’est produite en ce qui concerne Particle 2. 

Les Delegations americaine, franigaise, italienne et japonaise proposent qu’a 
Fexpiration du mandat de 25 annees donne a la Pologne sur la Galicie orientale, 
le Conseil de la Societe des Nations ait pleins pouvoirs, statuant d la majorite^ pour 
maintenir ou modifier le present Traite. 

La Delegation britannique formule une reserve en ce qui concerne les mots 
statuant d la majority des voix ajoutes a Particle 2, alinea 2, du Traite, pour indiquer 
dans quelies conditions le Conseil de la Societe des Nations, a I’expiration de la 
periode de vingt-cinq ans prevue par cet article, pourra maintenir, reviser ou 
changer le statut de la Galicie orientale. La Delegation britannique fait remarquer 
que le Conseil supreme, n’ayant pas decide, quand il a examine cet article 2, que 
le Conseil de la Societe des Nations statuerait a la majorite des votes, a par 14 
m^me decide que ce vote devrait etre acquis a Punanimite. Cette decision est 
partie integrante du reglement d’ensemble tel qu’il a ete adopts par le Conseil. 
Dans ces conditions, la Delegation britannique ne s’estime pas autorisee 4 accepter 
la modification proposee. 

PARIS, 20 novembre, igig. 

meagre ration of 7 kilos — say 1 5 lbs. — of coal per week for each family in Vienna, where the 
use of gas and electricity is now far more stringently restricted than it was in London at 
any time during the war. The consequent suffering, now that the first snow has come, is 
intense. It is almost inconceivable to think that as the cold becomes more acute the popu- 
lation of Vienna will continue to maintain their present helpless apathy, or that they are 
likely to exhibit the hardihood necessary to withstand the ordeal of semi-starvation com- 
bined with the misery of having no coal for warmth or cooking.’) 

‘3. The Mahrisch Ostrau Coal Sub-Commission to be attached as Sub-Commission to 
Vienna Reparations Sub-Commission. 

‘4. Credits for fertilisers. 

‘5. [A] Railway Section to be attached to Vienna Sub-Commission with power to guard 
and control all railways of late Austro-Hungarian Empire, both state and privately owned. 

‘6. Inter-Allied Danube Commission to be similarly attached to Vienna Reparations 
Sub-Commission. 

‘7. Loan of 100,000,000 dollars for six months to provide food and coal. 

'8. Consolidation of existing 48 million dollars loan with the 100,000,000 dollar loan. 

‘9. Appointment of a special Inter-Allied Commission under the Vienna Reparations 
Sub-Commission for administrating revenues given as security for the Consolidated Loan. 

‘10. Appointment of Commission of bankers and financial experts to study and devise 
a plan for the definitive reconstruction of Austrian finance.’ 

See No, ig, minute 7. , ' ' 
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Document 2 below. 



Document 2 


Annexe au Rapport^^ 

Les Etats-Unis d’Amerique,rEnipireBritannique, la France,!’ I talie,et lejapon, 
Principales Puissances alliees et associees, et la Pologne, 

Soucieux de mettre fin au conflit malheureux qui, pendant longtemps, a desole 
la Galicie orientale, et d’etablir dans ce pays un regime qui devra en assurer, 
autant que possible, I’autonomie et sauvegarder les libertes individuelles, politiques 
et religieuses de ses habitants: 

Gonsiderant que la Pologne est aujourd’hui, de I’avis des Principales Puissances 
alliees et associees, Tlitat le mieux qualifie pour restaurer un Gouvernement libre 
et bien ordonne en Galicie orientale; 

Et desirant conciure un Traite a cette fin; 

Ont nomme pour leurs Plenipotentiaires, savoir: 


Lesquels, apres avoir echange leurs pleins pouvoirs, reconnus en bonne et due 
forme, ont convenu des stipulations suivantes : 


Chapitre P" 

STATUT DE LA GALICIE ORIENTALE 
Article 

Les Principales Puissances alliees et associees donnent a la Pologne, et la Pologne 
accepte le mandat d ’organiser et de gouverner pendant une periode de vingt-cinq 
ans la partie ci-dessous definie des anciens ‘Kronlander’ autrichiens de Galicie et 
de Bukovine, c|ui constitueront le territoire autonome de Galicie orientale. 

A. A rOuest: 

Du point de [?ou] I’ancienne frontiere entre i’Autriche-PIongrie et la Russia 
rencontre la limite administrative orientale de la commune de Belzec et vers le 
Sud-Ouest: 

cette limite administrative; 

puis la limite administrative entre les cercles {Politische Bezirke) de Gieszanow a 
rOuest et de Rawa-Ruska a I’Est; 

puis vers le Sud-Ouest la limite administrative entre les cercles de Gieszanow et 
Jawarow, tout en coupant le saillant forme autour du village de Lipowiec par une 
ligne a determiner sur le terrain passant a 2 kilometres environ au Nord de cette 
localite; 

puis vers le Sud la limite administrative entre les cercles de Jaroslau et de 
Przemysl a I’Ouest et de Jaworow, Mosciska, Sambor et de Stary-Sambor succes- 
siveinent a I’Est; 

puis vers le Sud et jusqu’au saillant a i kilometre au Sud-Est de la cote 519 
(P,.adycz): «« 

la limite administrative entre les cercles de Dobromil et Stary-Sambor; 

Note in original: ‘Le texte reproduit ne comprend que les parties modifiees; le reste 
du texte est identique au projet de la page 245’: i.e. the draft printed in Vol. I, No. 61, 
appendix C, - 

Thus in original. 
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de la vers le Sud-Ouest et jusqu’au saillant de cette limite administrative a 
15 kilometres environ au Sud-Ouest de Ghyrow et a 2 kilometres environ au 
Sud-Est de la cote 733 : 

une ligne a determiner sur le terrain coupant le chemin de fer Ghyrow-Sambor 
a 2 kilometres environ a I’Est de Ghyrow et puis suivant la ligne de partage des 
eaux entre les bassins du Strwiaz et du Dniester; 

de la vers le Sud et jusqu’au point de rencontre avec la frontiere de I’fitat tcheco- 
slovaque, a 2 kilometres environ au Sud de la cote 1335 (Kalicz); 

la limite administrative entre les cercles de Dobromil et Liska a I’Ouest et de 
Stary-Sambor et Turka a I’Est. La frontiere s’ecarte toutefois de ces limites en 
deux points ou le trace sera a determiner sur le terrain : 

a) lorsque la limite administrative passe a I’Ouest de la route de Ghirow a 
Lutowiska de fa^on a laisser cette route entierement en territoire polonais; 

b) aux environs de la localite de Bobrka, de fa^on a laisser cette localite en 
territoire polonais. 

B. Au Sud-Ouest: 

Du point ci-dessus defini jusqu’a son point de rencontre avec la limite de 
Bukovine: 

I’ancienne frontiere entre la Galicie et la Hongrie. 

Le point 1655, qui est le point des Garpathes commun aux bassins des trois 
rivieres Tisza, Visso et Czeremosz, est le point de rencontre des trois frontieres de 
Galicie orientale, du territoire ruthene de I’fitat tcheco-slovaque et de la Roumanie. 

G. Au Sud-Est: 

Du point ci-dessus defmi et vers le Nord-Est et jusqu’a son point de rencontre 
avec la limite entre les cercles de Horodenka et Sniatyn, a 1 1 kilometres environ au 
Sud-Est d’Horodenka: 

I’ancienne frontiere entre la Galicie et la Bukovine; 

de la vers le Nord-Est et jusqu’en un point a choisir sur le cours du Dniester, 
a 2 kilometres environ en aval de Zaleszczyki: 

une ligne a determiner sur le terrain passant par les cotes 239, 312 et 317; 
de la et jusqu’au point oil I’ancienne frontiere entre I’Autriche-Hongrie et la 
Russie se detache vers le Nord k environ 3 kilometres a I’Ouest de Jvanets: 
le cours principal du Dniester vers I’aval. 

D. A I’Est et au Mord: 

Du point ci-dessus defini sur le Dniester jusqu’au point de rencontre avec la 
limite administrative orientale de la commune de Belzec: 
i’ancienne frontiere entre I’Autriche-Hongrie et la Russie. 

Une Gommission composee de six membres, dont cinq seront nommes par les 
Principales Puissances alliees et associees et un par la Pologne, sera constituee dans 
les quinze jours'^qui suivront la mise en yigueur du present Traite, pour fixer sur 
place le trace des limites ci-dessus prevues a la fixation desc[uelles ii n’avait pas deja 
poiirvu par ailleurs. Les decisions de la Commission seront prises a la major! te des 
voix etant entendu que le President aura droit, en cas de partage de voix, a 
emettre un second vote; ces decisions seront obligatoires pour les parties interessees, 
Les frais en seront preleves sur les revenus de la GaKcie orientale. 
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Article 2 


Texte propose par les 
Delegations des Etats-Unis d'Amerique, 
de la France, de Vltalie et du Japan. 

La Pologne accepte d’accomplir sous 
ie controle de ia Societe des Nations et 
dans les conditions stipulees au present 
Traite le mandat prevu a Particle 
A Pexpiration de la periode de 25 ans, 
le Gonseil de la Societe des Nations, 
statuant d la majorite des mix, aura pleins 
pouvoirs de maintenir, reviser ou 
changer le statut defini par le present 
Traite. 


Texte propose 

par la Delegation de VEmpire Britannique. 

La Pologne accepte d’accomplir sous 
le controle de la Societe des Nations et 
dans les conditions stipulees au present 
Traite le mandat prevu a Particle 
A Pexpiration de la periode de 25 ans, 
le Gonseil de la Societe des Nations aura 
pleins pouvoirs de maintenir, reviser ou 
changer le statut defini par le present 
Traite. 


Article 12 

u 

10° Questions agraires; 

1 1° Toutes autres matieres, pour lesquelles la Diete de Pologne lui aura attribu6 
competence. 

Article 13 

alinea sans changement.) 

En ce qui concerne les lois relatives a Pinstruction publique dans les etablisse- 
ments d’enseignement secondaire et superieur, le veto du Gouverneur sera absolu. 

Toutefois, si une disposition legislative agraire, apres avoir ete arretee par 
le veto du Gouverneur, est, dans le delai d’un an, votee de nouveau par la Diete 
a la majorite des deux tiers, la question sera immediatement soumise par le 
Gouvernement polonais au Gonseil de la Societe des Nations. Celui-ci decidera, a la 
majorite des suffrages, de Paction a poursuivre et des ordres a donner, suivant 
qu’il estimera utile et convenable en la circonstance. 


Article 22 

Les affaires ressortissant a la Diete de Galicie orientale conformement a Particle 
1 2, seront dirigees par des Ministres nommes par le Gouverneur et responsable.s a 
cet egard devant la Diete. Gelle-ci fixera le nombre, les fonctions et le traitement 
de ces Ministres. 


Article 33 

(r*-’''’ alinea sans changement.) 

Pendant la duree du regime etabli par le present Traite, les biens vises a Particle 
32 ne pourront etre abends, ni greves de charges dont Feffet d^passerait la duree 
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dudit regime; dans le cas oil un statut nouveau serait etabli, conformdment a 
Particle 2, les baux, qui depasseraient cette duree, cesseront d’etre en vigueur trois 
ans apres Petablissement de ce statut, s’ils n’ont pas ete expressement confirmes 
pendant ce delai. Toutefois, cette stipulation n’empechera en rien, de disposer de 
ces biens en viie de Paccomplissement de la reforme agraire ou de travaux reconnus 
d’utilite publique. 

{Dernier alinea sans changement.) 


Article 34 

Les adjonctions aiix biens domaniaux ou aux biens affectes a des services publics 
seront admiiiistrees conformement aux dispositions des articles 32 et 33; elles 
donneront lieu a Petablissement d’un compte a regler dans le cas et au moment oil 
un nouveau statut de la Galicie orientale serait etabli, conformement a Particle 2. 

13 


Article 38 

La legislation sur le service militaire, en vigueur en Pologne, pourra etre 
appliquee par la Pologne en Galicie orientale, sous la reserve que le contingent 
ainsi recrute formera des unites speciales qui, en temps de paix, tiendront garnison 
en Galicie orientale et seront a la disposition du Gouvernement polonais, en temps 
de guerre, pour la defense du territoire national. 

13 

Le present Traite, redige en frangais, en anglais et en italien, et dont le texte 
frangais fera foi, en cas de divergence, sera ratifie. II entrera en vigueur en m^me 
temps que le Traite de paix avec PAutriche. 

Le depot de ratification sera eflfectue a Paris. 

Les Puissances dont le Gouvernement a son siege hors d’Europe auront la 
faculte de se borner a faire connaitre au Gouvernement de la Republique frangaise, 
par leur Representant diplomatique a Paris, que leur ratification a ete donnee et, 
dans ce cas, elles devront en transmettre Pinstrument aussitot que faire se pourra. 

Un proces-verbal de d6pot de ratification sera dresse. 

Le Gouvernement francais remettra a toutes les Puissances signataires une copie 
conforme du proces-verbal de depot de ratification. 

En foi de quoi les Plenipotentiaires susnommes ont signe le present Traite. 

Tait a Paris, le , . en un seul exemplaire qui restera depose dans les archives 
du Gouvernement de la Republique frangaise et dont les expeditions authentiques 
seront remises ^ chacune des Puissances signataires du Traite. 




No. 28 


H.D. 98 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsqy, Paris, on Friday, 
November 21 , jgig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. Henry White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman, 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M, Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt, 
G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigii. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Admiral McGully, U.S.N., Dr. I. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, 
Mr. Buckler, Lieut.-Gommander L, B, Green, U.S.N. 

British Empire: Captain Fuller, R.N., Lieut.-Colonel Kisch, Mr. E. H. 

Carr, Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 

France: M. Laroche, M. Hermitte, M. Serruys, M. Fromageot, M, de 
Montille, 

Italy: M. Galli, M. Stranieri, M. Pilotti, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 


I . M. Gambon said that the British and American Delegations would make 
known their views on the text of Article II of the Eastern 
Status of Galician Treaty. 

Eastern Galicia . 11 * . . n . , 

Mr. White summarized the American point of view (see 

Appendix A) . He added that he had thought it advisable to do so as at the 
preceding meeting the impression seemed to have been conveyed that the 
American position on the question was illogical. 

Sir Eyre Crowe repeated that he could not change his attitude, and if 
the Council decided otherwise he would have to refer the question to his 
Government. 


M. Gambon said it was important to come to a decision on this vital matter 
and that he hoped the Council would give its decision at that meeting. As 
the Council had adopted Sir Eyre Crowe’s views, he would ask Mr. White 
whether he could not modify his conclusions. 

Mr. White then read an alternative text which he suggested be inserted 
in place of the present second paragraph of Article II of the Eastern Galicia 
Treaty: ‘At the expiration of twenty-five years the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers, or the Council of the League of Nations^ to whom the 
Powers may delegate their rights under tliis Treaty, shall have full power to 
maintain, revise or change the status of the present Treaty’. He thought this 
text would meet the objection that the requirement of unanimous decision 
of the Council of the League of Nations might render impossible a state 
favourable to Poland through the ultimate opposition of Russia in Eastern 
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Galicia; and further that a second objection would be made [? met], namely, 
[?that] which might arise from the provision forcing upon the entire League 
of Nations the responsibilities of a Treaty concluded by the Five Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Gambon asked whether this proposed new text met with the approval 
of the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the modified text still raised debatable questions 
and that he would have to present it for the approval of his Government. At 
the end of twenty-five years it still gave to Poland no voice on the final 
decision of its affairs. 

Mr. White remarked that he still feared that a Power hostile to Poland 
might change the status of Eastern Galicia. 

M. Berthelot said there was a very sharp difference between the two 
points of view. To effect conciliation he thought that the Council might 
accept the principle of Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal by leaving it to the League 
of Nations to decide in twenty-five years the procedure which it would apply. 

M. Gambon said that, in other words, the Council might state at this time 
that the League of Nations would examine in twenty-five years’ time the 
question of Eastern Galicia, leaving it to the Council of the League of 
Nations to decide' whether it would take its decision by a unanimous or a 
majority vote. 

M. Laroche stated that if the procedure to be followed were not specified, 
it was certain that, taking into account the provisions of the Covenant, the 
Council would have to decide by a unanimous vote, and yet twenty-five 
years later the Covenant might have been changed and the procedure applied 
at that time might be different. 

M. Gambon asked Mr. White whether, taking into account Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s firm stand on the question, he did not feel like accepting the point 
of view of the majority. 

Mr. White said he withdrew his objection provided his attitude were 
recorded in the minutes so that in twenty-five years Poland should not con- 
sider America responsible. 

It was decided: 

(1) to accept the text of the Eastern Galicia Treaty as presented by the 

Committee on Polish Affairs ; 

(2) that paragraph 2 of Article 11 should read as follows: 

‘At the expiration of the period of Twenty-five years the Council of the 
League of Nations shall have full powers to maintain, revise, or modify 
the statute as defined by the present Treaty.’ 

2 . , , 

Report of the ComT.iittee [Not printed]^ 

on Greek Affairs, regard^ 
ing Greek adrnhdstration 
in Smyrna 

^ The Supreme Council considered an undated note from the Commission on Greek 
Affairs (appendix B in original) arising out of the concluding decision recorded in No. so, 
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3- M. Berthelot said M. Dutasta and himself had seen on the previous day 
the two German Delegates Herr von Simsoii and Baron 
Communication by von Lersner. The interview bore on the note sent to the 
M. Berthelot of his and Qg^man Government as well as the protocol annexed 
thereto.^ Mr. von Simson spoke practically all the time 
and Baron von Lersner did not take active part in the 
conversation. Mr. Berthelot had emphasized to Herr 
von Simson that he spoke in a personal and not in an official capacity. 
Herr von Simson first raised the question of participation by America in the 
Commissions on the execution of the Treaty. He had replied that it had been 
decided that America would not be represented finally on any of these 
Commissions until the Senate had ratified the Treaty, and that this decision 
had been accepted by all the Allies who agreed that the American seats on 
these Commissions, though they remained vacant, would be reserved. 

Herr von Simson then raised questions of detail; first, Memel: he wished 
to know what would be the situation of that city and under what conditions 
it would be occupied by the Allies. He had replied that this was a subject 
which only interested the Allies, and that in any case, the situation of Memel 
would be settled in such a way as not to impose too severe charges on the city, 
and also the Allies considered that Memel would be incorporated in a new 
State. 


Herr von Simson did not insist and next raised the question of the Sarre. 
To his questions he had replied, without feeling obliged to give him a full 
statement. He had told him that President Wilson had agreed to call the 
first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations, although the Senate 
had not yet ratified the Treaty; he had thought it inadvisable to inform him 
that the Council would settle only the question of delimitation of the Sarre 


minute i . The Commission reported that it had examined the documents thereby referred 
to it and had heard statements on the subject by General Bunoust and M. Venizelos. The 
Commission requested authorization from the Supreme Council to send a draft telegram 
to the Allied High Commissioners at Constantinople. The Supreme Council approved 
this draft telegram subject to certain amendments proposed by Sir E. Crowe and Mr. 
White such that the final text read: 

‘Reference your telegram 2045. The Supreme Council has entrusted the Commission 
on Greek Claims to examine those questions relative to the Greek Administration in Smyrna 
raised by your telegram referred to above. 

‘In order to study those questions and present its recommendations to the Supreme 
Council, the Commission would like to know with certainty the concrete facts of every kind 
which could be considered to have brought about the situation indicated in your telegram, 
especially in the matters of criminal and civil jurisdiction, customs, postal and press censor- 
ship, administration of the port, etc. 

‘You are consequently requested to collate without delay and in agreement %vith the 
Allied High Commissioners the information furnished by your representatives at Smyrna 
on the concrete facts specified above, and to submit therewith your observations and if 
necessary your recommendations. You will be good enough to communicate these to Paris 
as early as possible by means of a telegram drafted in agreement with your colleagues and 
indicating as far as possible the sources of your information, after having heard the Gi'eek 
High Commissioner at Constantinople upon the whole question.’ 

^ See No.- 10, appendices B and- G. 
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and that the question of sovereignty over that territory would remain in 
abeyance. 

Herr von Simson had then referred to the occupation of Allenstein and 
Marienwerder. He had indicated that articles 95 and 97 of the Treaty did 
not consider the question in the same manner for the two Provinces; for 
Marienwerder the question of the possibility of occupation had been raised, 
which was not the case with Allenstein. That observation had embarrassed 
him somewhat and he had answered that his personal opinion was that it 
seemed possible to occupy both territories and that in any event, the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers did not intend to impose too heavy 
a burden on those territories. When the German Delegates met the Allied 
Commissioners, observations could be made by the Germans and information 
would be given on those points. Incidentally he had informed him that a 
general meeting of the Allied and German Delegates would be held the 
following Monday, 3 and that the Allies considered that only questions of 
principle should be raised and the discussion be as succinct as possible in the 
interest of Germany herself. Herr von Simson had agreed on the last point. 

Herr von Simson had then raised the question of the Protocol : he said he 
did not understand the classification adopted by the Allies to distinguish 
between the Armistice Clauses partially fulfilled, unfulfilled, and violated. 
He had not understood why the Protocol referred only to the Clauses whose 
execution was not provided for in the Treaty of Peace. In spite of three 
successive explanations, Herr von Simson professed not to understand. 
Mr. Berthelot had assured Herr von Simson that the Protocol specified only 
certain ‘violations, among others)" the Allies did not intend to raise the others. 

The question of the Baltic Provinces preoccupied greatly the German 
Delegates : Herr von Simson had asked him whether, if the evacuation was not 
completed at the time the Treaty came into force, the Allies would continue 
the blockade. He had replied that the Allies did consider the question 
with a broad-minded spirit, and that if they had had recourse to a block- 
ade, that was only because satisfaction had not been obtained. In proportion 
as the Allies recognized loyal and honest efforts on the part of Germany to 
expedite the evacuation, the blockade, he thought, would be relaxed. 

M. Berthelot asked whether in that statement he had properly interpreted 
the spirit of the Supreme Council. 

(The Council agreed that he had.) 

M. Berthelot continued that Herr von Simson had discussed the Scapa 
Flow sinking. M. Dutasta and himself had informed him that they were not 
qualified to discuss the question, but that a written answer should be made 
by the Germans. Thereupon Herr von Simson had stated that the attitude 
of the Germain Government had been quite correct and that the sinking of 
the German Fleet was due to a misinterpretation of facts, namely, that 
Admiral von Reuter had not been notified in due time of the renewal of 
the Armistice. Pie had given him to understand that whatever interpreta- 
tion Admiral von Reuter put upon the incident, the Fleet at Scapa Flow had 
3 November j?4, 1919. 
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represented a German asset. That asset had disappeared and the responsi- 
bility of the German Government remained undiminislied. As Herr von 
Simson considered that the responsibility of the Allies was involved, he had 
informed him that the Allies had examined from the technical and political 
points of view the question of interning the German Fleet in a neutral port; 
that the experts had explained that such a solution was impossible, as no 
neutral port had facilities to receive the German Fleet. On the other hand 
neutral Governments had been disinclined to have this responsibility placed 
upon them; no Allied Power had wanted to retain the German Fleet, least 
of all the British. He had asked whether it was Herr von Simson’s wish that 
he should say to the Supreme Council that the German Government denied 
responsibility for the Scapa Flow incident. Herr von Simson refused to 
commit the German Government to that and said that a written explanation 
would be forthcoming. 

After a brief reference to the submarines destroyed in the North Sea and 
on the Spanish coast, Herr von Simson had raised the vital question, from 
the German point of view, of the handing over of guilty individuals. He had 
stated that it was materially and morally impossible for the German Govern- 
ment to comply with that demand. To that statement Mr. Bertlielot had 
replied that he was not qualified to discuss the execution of the Peace Treaty, 
but that if his personal opinion were asked for, he would say that the whole 
question had been examined by the Allies with the greatest care and that 
they had made every effort to see it from the German point of view. He had 
asked Herr von Simson whether he admitted that crimes had been perpe- 
trated and that the guilty individuals should be punished. Herr von Simson 
agreed as far as to say that the guilty parties should be brought to judgments 
but only before German tribunals; to which he had replied that the situation 
in that case would be yet more difficult for the German Government. 
Herr von Simson claimed that America, while admitting the principle that 
the guilty individuals should be handed over, did not insist on their being 
actually delivered up. Mr. Bertlielot replied that he did not know the correct- 
ness of the statement, but that Herr von Simson certainly ought to realize 
that populations which had suffered directly from the war could not have the 
same feeling on that question as those that had not. There were crimes which 
families could not forget and, speaking to him as man to man, he had asked 
him whether, if the German Government considered its duty in a loyal 
spirit, it would not find the difficulties less than it had at first believed. The 
Allies would not be implacable and if they recognized that a sincere effbrt 
was being made to hand over the guilty individuals, they might not insist on 
the extreme fulfilment of this clause; he had asked whether Herr von Simson 
did not think that there would be found German individuais«courageous and 
patriotic enough to surrender themselves voluntarily. Herr von Simson did 
not think so and Mr. Berthelot had replied that such would not be the case 
in the Allied countries. 

Fie had finally explained to Herr von Simson that the Council had fixed 
the deposit of ratificadons for December ist but this would only be possible 
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if Germany did not create any difficuity. Germany had had the protocol for 
the last three weeks and if Germany had observations to make she should do 
so immediately; the German Government should not forget that the execu- 
tion of the Treaty would mean the repatriation of her prisoners. 

The Council expressed thanks to M. Berthelot for his very valuable sum- 
mary. 

4. Mr. White stated that the Labour Conference at Washington which had 
been unofficial up to that time, wished to know, as it intended 
adjourn on November 29th, whether the deposit of rati- 
a as igon set for December ist; in that case the Con- 

ference would hold over until the 2nd or 3rd of December to pass official 
resolutions to confirm the work previously covered unofficially. 

M. Cambon replied that December ist had been set and that the fact could 
be officially communicated to the Labour Conference. 


5 * 

Report of the Special 
Economic Commission 
regarding the confiscation 
of Greek Orthodox pro- 
perty in Hungary 

6 . 

Draft answer to the 
Danish request regarding 
the Liquidation of pro- 
perty of Schleswigers 
residing abroad 


[Not printed] 


[Not printed]'^ 


(The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee (see Ap- 
pendix E).) 

M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note. 
He said it was for the Council to decide whether it should 
maintain the terms of the Treaty and the legal position 
already adopted by the Council. 

It was decided : 

that a letter be sent to the Dutch Minister at Paris 
advising him that the Supreme Council maintained that no departure could 
he made from its rule vetoing the export of war material from Germany. 


Report of the Drafting 
Committee relative to the 
Request of the Dutch 
Government for Permis- 
sion to Export from 
Germany certain War 
Material for its Colonies 


Draft Treaty regarding 
Spitsbergen 


[Not printed] s 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, fifovember 31, igig, 

French texts of this minute and the accompanying appendix D are printed by A. 
Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., pp. 342-4^ 

® M. Laroche head and commented’ upon a report from the Spitzbergen Commission, 
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Appendix A to No. 28 

Summary of American Position Regarding Eastern Galicia 

On June 25th Mi’. Lansing introduced into the Council a resolution authorizing 
the Polish military occupation of Eastern Galicia and the establishment of a civil 
government hinder a mandate from the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
which shall be conditioned to preserve as far as possible the autonomy of the terri- 
tory and the political, religious and personal liberties of the inhabitants’. His 
resolution further provided ‘that the mandate shall be predicated upon the ulti- 
mate self-determination of the inhabitants of Eastern Galicia as to their political 
allegiance, the time for the exercise of such choice to be hereafter fixed by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers or by a body to whom they delegate that 
power’.^ This proposition was submitted as a compromise between a proposition 
of Mr. Balfour for the appointment of a high commissioner under the mandate of 
the League of Nations and the proposition of Baron Soiinino for the unconditional 
surrender of East Galicia to Poland. 

On the objection of Sir Eyre Crowe to the word ‘Mandate’ this was stricken 
from Mr. Lansing’s resolution, and the word ‘agreement’ substituted. With this 
exception Mr. Lansing’s resolution was accepted and served as the basis upon 
which the Polish Commission drafted its report No. f embodying a preliminary 
draft of the Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Poland 
establishing an autonomous Eastern Galicia within the Polish State. This draft 
treaty was drawn up on the general principle that a popular consultation should 
be held at some period to be determined by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers ten years after the exchange of ratifications of the treaty regarding Eastern 
Galicia. 

Mr. Lansing’s resolution was introduced into the Council, and the Polish treaty 
was largely prepared, at a time when conditions in Eastern Galicia were exceedingly 
troubled and when civil war between Poles and Ukrainians had hardly ceased. 

When the treaty was considered in the Council toward the end of the month of 
September the situation was quite altered. According to reports of reliable and 
thorough observers, Polish occupation had resulted in the complete pacification 
of the country. The American delegation concluded it would be in the interests 
of peace and quiet to eliminate certain clauses which emphasized the provisional 
nature of the settlement while maintaining the rights of the Ruthenians and the 
principle of an eventual revision of the East Galician settlement in case of need. 
Therefore on September 25th Mr. Polk submitted for the consideration of the 
Council a memorandum suggesting, in addition to certain minor alterations, that 
the clauses regarding a popular consultation should be replaced by a stipulation 
placing the treaty under the guarantee of the League of Nations and providing 

dated November 17, igig (appendix G in original), forwarding a draft for the treaty 
relative to the Spitzbergen archipelago (appendix F in original) ; the report dealt mainly 
with procedural questions which would arise out of approval of the draft, and submitted 
draft letters regarding adhesion to the treaty (a) from the Supreme Council to the Norwegian 
Minister in Paris, (i) from the French Foreign Minister to the diplomatic representative.s 
in Paris of the other proposed signatory Powers (United States, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, 
Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden). ‘After a short discussion’ the Supreme Council approved 
the report and the draft treaty, which was signed at Paris on February 9, 1920, as printed in 

British and Foreign State Papers {igso), 'V€A., C)nn, ^^. 

® See Papers relating to the Foreign Rdaiums of Fie United States: The Paris Peace Conference^ 
^9^9) vol. iv, p. 850. 7 See Vol. I, No. 61, appendix C. 
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‘ The United States, the British Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Poland hereby agree not 
to withhold their assent from any modification whatsoever of this treaty in whole or in part 
which is in duefoiin assented to by a majority of the Council of the League of Motions. 

The French, Italian and Japanese delegations accepted the principle of the 
American proposition but the British delegation, after reference to its Government, 
submitted a counter-proposal providing that Poland should be granted a mandate 
over Eastern Galicia for a definite term of years — ten to fifteen.® The French 
delegation proposed to modify the British proposition to grant Poland a twenty-five 
year mandate. The American delegation stated that it would accept the Fi'ench 
proposition in case unanimity could be reached on this basis, but that otherwise 
it would revert to its original position that Poland should be granted an indefinite 
mandate subject to revision by the Council of the League of Nations at any time 
the settlement proposed should prove unsatisfactory. 

The position of the American delegation has been controlled by the following 
considerations : 

The only practicable solution of the immediate problem of administering Eastern 
Galicia is to entrust this administration to Poland. In the interests of peace it is 
necessary to create as solid an administration as possible; any administration that 
is clearly marked as ‘temporary’ would fail to inspire the confidence and support 
which is necessary to restore normal conditions in Eastern Galicia and would 
foster propaganda and intrigue. 

It is impossible, however, at the present time to state with accuracy what may 
be the ideal settlement of the Eastern Galicia problem, and it is therefore necessary 
to provide for a revision of any settlement in case the situation should demand it, 
although one cannot indicate whether such a revision should ever be made, or if it 
should be made, whether at the end of one, five, fifteen or thirty years. 

Therefore the most satisfactory solution is to entrust Eastern Galicia to Poland, 
with the understanding that no change will be made as long as this status proves 
satisfactory, but to provide very clearly for an immediate revision if and when the 
solution proves to be no longer a desirable one. 

For this reason, in the opinion of the American Delegation, it should not be 
within the power of a single nation to prevent such readjustment of the situation 
at the end of twenty-five years, and, therefore, that a decision on this point should 
be possible by a majority rather than unanimity of the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

Paris, Movember 21, iQig. 

Appendix E to No. 28 

Mote for the Supreme Council relative to the Request of the Metherlands to receive War 
Material from Germany 

In a letter under date of July 26 last, the Dutch Government requested infor- 
mation on ‘the exact interpretation to be given to the words war material in Article 
1 70 of the Peace Treaty.’ It expressed the wish to be able to get from Germany 
naval material for the Dutch fleet. 

They were informed on October 8 that Articles 170 and 192 of the Treaty 
stipulated the prohibition of export from Germany of ail military and naval 
material and in consequence thereof the desire expressed by Holland could not 
receive satisfaction. 

® See Vol. I, No. 64, appendix K. 
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Another letter from the Dutch Minister under date of November 8, without 
disputing the interpretation of the said Articles, appeals to the Supreme Council 
requesting as an exception the authorization to import from Germany military 
and naval material which Holland might need for her colonies. 

It is not within the competence of the Drafting Committee to appreciate the 
reply which it is proper to make to the Dutch Government from a political point 
of view. However, it takes the liberty of recalling to the Council the refusals 
already made in like cases to Spain and Denmark and, by right, the necessity that 
such a derogation, if it wei'e accepted, be previously consented to by ail the signa- 
tory Powers of the Treaty. 

For the Drafting Committee, 

Henri Fromageot 

Jsfovember ig, igig- 


No. 29 

H.D. 99 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Monday, 
Movember 24, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Henry White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire". Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A.: General Bliss, Rear-Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Colonel Logan, 
Dr. 1 . Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Lieut. -Commander L. B. Green, 
U.S.N. 

British Empire: General Groves, Colonel Percival, Lieut.-Goi. Kisch, 
Major McCrindle, Mr. Carr. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, M. 

Laroche, M. Hermitte, M. de Montille. 

Italy: General Cavallero, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, M. Man- 
cioli. Commandant Rugiu. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 


I. (The Council had before it two letters from Baron von Lersner to the 


Negotiations with the 
German Delegates 


Secretary General of the Peace Conference dated November 
2ist and 23rd, 1919 (see Appendices A and 3 ).) 

M. Berthelot read the first letter as well as the draft 


reply prepared by the French Delegation. (See Appendix G.) He said it was 
evident that there was no sense in starting a discussion on the return of 
prisoners of war at a moment when that repatriation was to take place 
within eight days. Since the draft reply had been prepared they had received 
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the second letter from Baron von Lersner which the Council had before it. 
The German attitude was all the more inexplicable since in the interview he 
had had with M, Dutasta and M. Berthelot, Baron von Lersner had asked 
him for the date of the first meeting of his Delegates with the Allied Com- 
missioners ; von Lersner had put a number of questions to him concerning the 
procedure to be followed and had expressed a desire to receive on Saturday^ 
evening the agenda of that meeting. That agenda had been sent him at the 
appointed hour. The attitude of Germany seemed to be determined by the 
delay that had occurred in the American ratification of the Treaty as well as 
by the Lodge motion tending to the restoration of the state of peace between 
the United States and Germany Germany evidently hoped that a mis- 
understanding would arise between the Allies. M. Berthelot felt that it 
would be important to acquaint Washington with this tendency. The reply 
they had given on the question of the handing over of guilty individuals 
might have also an influence on the German decision. Von Lersner had 
made him understand that if the Entente maintained its demands, no German 
could wish to hasten by a single day the ratification of a treaty which, accord- 
ing to him, would plunge Germany in chaos. 

M. Gambon asked whether the draft letter which had just been read by 
M. Berthelot was approved by the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it would be advisable to add a few words con- 
cerning the departure of the German Commissioners. 

M. Berthelot agreed. The draft had been prepared before the second 
letter had been received. A postscript might be added. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said it should be stated in that postscript that the de- 
parture of the German technical Delegates led one to think that the Berlin 
Government did not iritend to ratify; also that it would be advisable to ask 
the German Government categorically yes or no, whether it meant to sign 
the protocol. 

M. DE Martino said he thought it would be unwise to look as if they had 
any doubt about the final putting into force of the Treaty. 

After further discussion, the text of the postscript was adopted as shown in 
Appendix D. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that it was important that the note should be 
sent without delay, and further that it should be published for the sake of the 
moral effect it would produce on German public opinion. 

M. Berthelot said they could send the letter as soon as the President — 
who ought to sign it — ^returned, that was to say, that night. 

Mr. White thought that it would be wise in that case to delay the publica- 
tion for 24 hours. 

^ November 22, 1919. 

2 On November 19, 1919, the Senate of the United States having rejected motions for the 
ratification of tiic Treaty of Versailles, Senator Lodge had introduced a resolution for a 
separate declaration of peace between the United States and Germany. This resolution was 
referred to the Senate Gonmiittee on Foreign Relations, and the Senate adjourned that 
night until its next session. 
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M. Gambon said the note would then be published the following evening. 
It was decided: 

(1) to approve the draft reply to the President of the German Delegation, 

together -with the postscript shown in Appendix D; 

(2) that said reply be transmitted to Baron von Lersner as soon as possible ; 

(3) that it be published on the evening of November 25th. (See Appendices 

C and D.) 

2 . 

Financial Arrangements 
in the Plebiscite Terri- 
tories and Occupied 
Territories of Danzig 
and Memel 


Allowances to Personnel 
of Administrative, 

Government, and Plebis- 
cite Commissions 

4. Sir Eyre Crowe said Sir George Clerk had telegraphed that he was on 
the point of leaving Budapest, having fulfilled his mission. 

Sir George Should the Council wish him to remain or have some com- 
Clerk s Mission . . , ^ . . , , , , • , 11 

mumcation to make to mm, it should do so without delay. 

M. Berthelot said Sir George Clerk gave the Council the assurance that 

3 The Supreme Council considered a report on this question, dated November 21, 1919 
(appendix E in original), which was presented in accordance with the second resolution of 
the Supreme Council noted in No. 26, note 4. This report was based upon the premisses 
previously advanced by General Le Rond in this connexion (ibid.), and recommended 
as regards : (i) Upper Silesia : (a) ‘The German Government, during the course of negotiations 
to be opened, will be asked to agree to supply the public banks of the territory as necessary 
to meet the normal administration expenses.’ (b) As regards additional administration 
expenses resulting from the interallied regime, ‘it seems natural that the Polish Government 
should be invited to make the necessary advances, the regime instituted having [been] 
based on her claims on Upper Silesia’, (c) ‘Finally, for the military expenses, it seems 
inevitable that the advance be made by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. . . . 
The delegates think it advisable to refer the matter to their Government[s].’ (ii) Allenstein 
and Marienwerder: The same recommendations as for Upper Silesia except that it was sug- 
gested that in this case proposal (a) be extended to cover expenses under {b). ‘This extension 
is justified in regard to Allenstein by the explicit provision of Article 95 [of the Treaty 
of Versailles] which makes Eastern Prussia responsible for these expenses in case local 
revenues are insufficient; similarly, it can be proposed for Marienwerder,’ (iii) Danzig and 
Memel’. ‘The British Government accepts to advance upkeep expenses of the administra- 
tive official representing the Allied and Associated Powers at Dantzig. As to the occupation 
expenses of Dantzig and Memel, it would appear that the question should be solved in the 
same way as for the various territories above mentioned.* 

After discussion the Supreme Council decided: (i) to approve the conclusions of the 
report; (2) ‘that the costs of normal administration of [the] said territories, as well as 
supplementary costs of administration resulting from the interallied government, should be 
ultimately placed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers upon the States to whom 
those territories would be attributed by Treaty*. 



[Not printed] 3 


[Not printed] 



Mr. Hnszar**- was not Friedrich’s strawman. Sir George Clerk had succeeded 
fully in his mission. It seemed that the Council could allow him to return. 
Sir Eyre Crowe might wire him that the Council was not opposed to his 
return and would be glad to hear his report. 


5. (The Council had before it a letter from the Polish Delegation dated 
November 17th, 1919 (see Appendix H) and a letter 
.Negotiations between the from the same Delegation dated November 19, 1919 
PoBh Govern, mnt and Appendix I).) 

(b) Laroche read and commented upon the letters. 

He added that it would be advantageous to be able to 
follow the negotiations in Paris itself. 

Sm Eyre Crowe said the question was not exactly the same for the nego- 
tiations between Poland and the German Governments and between Poland 


and Dantzig. In the former case there was no difficulty in transferring the 
negotiations to Paris. In the latter, on the other hand, it should not be 
forgotten that the local factor played an important part. The Treaty to be 
concluded would go into all sorts of detail concerning the port, docks, 
customs, railroads, etc. Would it be wise to transfer to Paris the seat of these 


negotiations when an account had to be taken of local conditions? The 
representative of the Allies at Dantzig had a part to play in the negotiations : 
was it wise to eliminate him? 


M, Laroche said the Polish Commission had quite definitely thought that 
because of local passions it would be wiser to withdraw the negotiations from 
the atmosphere of Dantzig just as it would be to withdraw them from War- 
saw. That transfer would not prevent the representative of the Allies at 
Dantzig from intervening: his advice would be asked for. Indeed in matters 
of technical details it would be easy to detach to the spot a sub-commission. 
To take into account the objection formulated by Sir Eyre Crowe, they might 
decide in principle that the negotiations would take place in Paris although 
the details should be settled on the spot. 

Sir Eyre Grow’e said he of cqurse agreed that the decision should be taken 
at Paris but he considered it difficult to divide the negotiations into two 



classes. He would rather propose that Dantzig be made the seat of negotia- 
tions, it being understood that the scheme worked out at Dantzig be subject 
to revision in Paris. 

M. Berthelot said the Council could adopt a formula of that kind. 

M. Gambon suggested that they could say — and in that way indicate that 
the Allied Representative at Dantzig had to take part in the matter — 
that the preliminary investigations should take place at Dantzig, that they 
would be carried out on the spot and that they would be transmitted to 
Paris for final'^decision by the Allied Representative who would submit the 
report. 

Mr. White asked whether originaliy it had not been decided that tlie 

* On November 22-3, 1919, M. Huszar had formed a new Hungarian Government in 
which M. Friedrich became Minister of War. Gf. No. 33, appendix A. 
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negotiations take place in Warsaw, the question interesting Poland in the 
first place. 

M. Laroche said the Japanese Delegation had been opposed to that 
proposal as it did not have a representative at Warsaw who could follow the 
negotiations. 

M. DE Martino said his instructions gave him authority to approve the 
transfer to Paris of all the negotiations in progress, whether in Berlin or 
Warsaw, between Germany and Poland. He asked whether the negotiations 
relative to Dantzig fell within that category. 

M. GaiMBON thought not. 

Mr. White asked how the Commission would be composed, and why it 
could not meet at Warsaw. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that it was because Dantzig was the object of the 
negotiations ; the Commission would include representatives of the free city 
and Poles. 

M. Laroche said it was understood, then, that the scheme prepared at 
Dantzig could be modified in Paris. All the questions would be studied anew 
in Paris under the auspices of the Great Powers and with the cooperation of 
the Delegates of Dantzig and of Poles. 

Mr. White said he agreed on the principle, but he wished to read over the 
text of the resolution once it had been drafted. 


It was decided: 

(1) that the negotiations between the Polish Government and the German 

Government take place in Paris ; 

( 2 ) that the negotiations between the Polish Government and the Free 

City of Dantzig take place in Paris, with the cooperation and under 
the direction of representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers ; 

( 3 ) that, prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last 

paragraph, preliminary discussions, at which the Allied representa- 
tive in the Free City of Dantzig is to be a party, should take place at 
Dantzig. That representative should send to Paris, with a report, 
the proposals which would have been prepared at Dantzig, and 
which would serve as a basis for the negotiations provided for in 
paragraph 2. 

(The Council reserves to itself the final approval of the present resolution 
until a further examination.) 


6. (The Council had before it a draft note dated November 24th, 1919 (see 
Note to the German Appendix J).) 

Government concerning (After a short discussion, ^ 

the Sale of German It was decided: 

Aeronautical Material 

to adopt the draft note to the President of the Inter- 
Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control in Germany for transmission 
to the German Government once the Peace Treaty came into force (see 
Appendix J).) 

3B9 



7 . 


Sub-Committee, of the 
Committee on Organiza- 
tion of the Reparation 
Commission charged ivith 
the Improvement of 
Circulation of Rolling 
Stock in the ex-Austro- 
Hungarian Empire 


[Not printed] s 


8 . (The Council had before it the note of the British Delegation dated 
German Soldiers November 22nd (see Appendix L).) 
demobilized in (After a short discussion, 

the Schleswig decided : 

Plebiscite Area refer to the Drafting Committee for examination and 

immediate report the note of the British Delegation on demobilization 
by German authorities of a great number of soldiers in the Schleswig 
plebiscite area.^ (See Appendix L).) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 24, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 29 

President of the German Peace Delegation. park, November 21, igig 

From : Baron von Lersner 

To: M. Dutasta, Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

Your Excellency having been unable to receive me today, I do not wish to fail 
to communicate to you in writing the reason for my call. 

Yesterday’s conversation convinced M. von Simson, Director at the Ministry, 
that before any future discussion on the coming into force of the Treaty, he should 
present an oral report to the German Government, all the more so that, for the 
conventions to be concluded, the approval of the German National Assembly is 
necessary. M. von Simson will therefore leave tomorrow evening for Berlin. 

Furthermore, I feel obliged to inform Your Excellency that I protest most 
energetically against the fact of again associating the question of repatriation of 
prisoners of war and interned German civilians with the coming into force of 

5 The Supreme Council approved ‘the terms of the draft note of the Committee on 
Organization of the Reparation Commission concerning the appointment of a sub-com- 
mittee on rolling-S’tock in the Ex- Austro-Hungarian Empire [appendix K in original], an 
appointment which the Council considered as decided in its resolution of November 20’ 
(see No. 27, note 3). The Supreme Council noted a declaration by Signor de Martino that 
‘it was well understood that the sub-committee would only function until a decision had been 
taken on the distidbution of rolling stock between the several States inheriting territory of the 
ex-Austro-Hungarian Empire, in accordance with Article 3 18 of the Treaty of St. Germain’. 

® A French text of this decision is printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., p. 331 . 
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the Peace Treaty. The declaration of the Allied and Associated Governments'^ 
separated this question from that of the coming into force of the Treaty. Should 
this promise now become valueless the pi’omise of the French Government which 
is now given us again for consideration would meet with no confidence in the public 
opinion of Germany. 

In closing may I not call to your attention the enclosed article published in the 
Presse de Paris of this date,® on the question of the handing over of the accused. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix B to No. 29 

President of the German Peace Delegation. park, November 33^ igig. 

No. 447. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 

To : The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

I have the honour to request that your Excellency kindly postpone the session 
announced in the letter of the 22nd instant^ until the return of the Director of the 
Ministry, von Simson, and the experts accompanying him. 

Kindly accept, etc. 


Appendix G to No. 29 
From : President of the Peace Conference. 


PARIS, November 23, rgig. 


To : Baron von Lersner, President of the German Peace Delegation. 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of November 21st, 
which informs me of the departure of Mr. von Simson for Berlin, to confer with 
the German Government regarding the conditions of the entry into force of the 
Treaty and, moreover, informing me of the necessity of the approval of the Con- 
ventions to be made by the German National Assembly.^® 

This information leads to [? the] question whether the signature of the protocol 
of ratification of the Treaty (for which the Allied and Associated Governments 
arranged to be ready on December i) can take place on this date, and this through 
the fault of the German Government, which has since November i been in posses- 
sion of the Note of the Allies and of the accompanying protocol. 

This delay in the ratification of the Treaty would be the more regrettable as it 
might arouse doubts concerning the sincerity of Germany’s intentions with regard 
to the execution of the agreements arising from the Armistice, and those contained 
in the Peace Treaty. Still, it would seem to be in the general interest and, pri- 
marily, in the interest of the German people, to ensure that the prompt going into 
effect of the Treaty bring about Peace and make possible the reconstitution which 
would thereby ensue to the entire world. 

The signature of the protocol of ratification determines in particular the date 
of the return of the prisoners of war to Germany. On this subject I feel bound to 
reply to the inaccurate statement, reiterated in your letter of yesterday, that a 
promise had been made and not fulfilled by the French Government. The truth is 
’ Annexed to the original of this appendix was a copy of this declaration, adopted by the 
Supreme Council on August 28, 1919, as recorded in VoL I, No. 45, minute 2, q.v. 

® Not annexed to the filed original of this appendix. 

® Cf. minute i and note i above. : 
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quite different: on Au,gust 28th, the Supreme Council accepted a draft resolution 
concerning prisoners of war, to the effect of anticipating the date of the ratification 
of the Peace Treaty with regard to the repatriation of prisoners and the imme- 
diate beginning of the repatriation. This resolution was at once executed, and the 
repatriation of prisoners of war began. Thus the prisoners made b}^ the British, 
American and Belgian Armies were returned to Germany, in full accord with the 
French Government. But the decision added that the continuation of this benevo- 
lent policy would depend upon the fulfilment by the German Government and 
people of all the obligations which are incumbent upon them. The date of the 
notification of the Allied and Associated Powers proved the patience of the Allies 
in waiting for the execution of the German agreements, as well as Germany’s 
violations of them on a number of very important points. The consequence of this 
could only be the discontinuance of the repatriation and the decision to strictly 
adhere to the clauses of the Peace Treaty, which make the return of the prisoners 
of war contingent upon the going into force of the Treaty. 

The final ratification in eight days and the return of the prisoners to their homes 
depend on the German Government. It is only necessary that the Allied and 
German Commissioners agree on the practical conditions of the execution of the 
clauses concerning Eastern territories, and that the protocol, annexed to the notifi- 
cation of November ist and providing for the integral execution of the clauses of 
the Armistice, and for the penalties for violations, be signed without any new 
questions being raised. 

Please accept, etc. 

Appendix D to No. 29 

P.S. November 24, 1919. 

Since the drafting of the present letter — the sending of which was only delayed 
by the absence of the President of the Peace Conference — a new fact was brought 
to the attention of the Supreme Council by your letter of November 23rd — the 
departure of the German experts, with Mr. von Simson, who arrived three days 
before to settle with the Allied Commissions the questions raised by the execution 
of the Treaty, and concerning the operations of the Plebiscite, Government and 
Delimitation Commissions. 

The Supreme Council was extremely surprised by the departure of the German 
Delegates, which can only be interpreted as the proof of the determination of 
Germany to hinder again the preliminary agreements, indispensable for the final 
exchange of ratifications of the Peace Treaty. This fact raises very regrettable 
doubts as to the intentions of the German Government. 

The Supreme Council desires to be definitely informed on the subject in the 
shortest time possible, and holds the German Government fully responsible for the 
delay caused by it in the re-establishment of a state of Peace. 

Appendix H to No. 29 

Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. Paris, November 17, igig 

To; President Glemenceau. 

Considering that, according to Article 104 of the Peace Treaty, the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers agreed to negotiate the conventions between Poland 
and the free city of Dantzig, the Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference has the 
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honour to request the Supreme Council to kindly designate Paris as the seat of 
these negotiations and to commence same with the least practicable delay. 

Accept, etc., 

A. Patek. 

L. Grabski. 


Appendix I to No, 29 

German [Polish] Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

PARIS, Jfovember ig, igig. 

From: MM. Patek and Grabski. 

To : M. Glemenceau, President of the Peace Conference. 

The Supreme Council has requested the Polish Government, through the 
French Minister at Warsaw, to send to Paris technical representatives to take part 
in the negotiations concerning questions relating on the carrying out of the Treaty 
of Versailles. 

The Polish technical representatives, provided with the necessary powers, 
recently arrived at Paris. 

During the negotiations which have been going on in Berlin for some time 
between the representatives of Poland and Germany and of which the missions of 
the Principal Powers have been kept constantly informed, questions of supplies 
and carrying out of the Treaty, and also, among others, problems mentioned in 
the invitation were discussed. 

With a view to the early opening of negotiations at Paris, the Polish Delegation 
takes the liberty to express the opinion that these negotiations should include not 
only questions proposed by the Supreme Council, but in general all problems 
relevant to the carrying out of the Treaty of Versailles by Poland and Germany, 
The Delegation hopes that this opinion will be shared by the Supreme Council 
and that the negotiations which will soon begin will be carried on in conformity 
with this opinion. 

Please accept, etc. 

Appendix J to No. 29 

Draft of a Note to the President of the Interallied Aeronautic Control Commission 
{C.A.l.C.) in Germany , for Transmission to the German Government upon the Going 
info Force of the Peace Treaty 

No reply has been made to the German Note, Wake [Wako] 3639, of October 
1 2,'° because such a reply would only have been a repetition of Marshal Foch’s 
four telegrams under date of August 2 [?7], August 26, September 30, and 
October 18, communicated to the German Government.” 

Ail these telegrams having remained without results. General Masterman, 
President of the G.A.I.C., was requested to present to the German authorities the 
note of November . . .N ipiQs again calling the attention of the German Govern- 
ment to the character of the measures taken or tolerated by it tending to have 
Germany avoid her obligations and jeopardizing the loyal execution of the Peace 
Treaty.” 

Sec document 4 in appendix A to No. 8. ” See VoL I. 

” Punctuation as in original. 13 Sec No. 24, appendix H. 
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Therefore, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers wish to call the attention 
of the German Government to the lack of foundation for the objections which it 
had formulated against the just demands addressed to it. 

As regards the objections raised in the 2nd alinea of Par. 2, according to w'hich 
‘Article 169 provides the surrender of material to be destroyed or rendered useless’, 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers consider this objection as irrelevant as 
aeronautical material is the particular subject of Article 202 (Section II, Air 
Glauses), the application of which would not be jeopardized by Article 169 which 
precedes it. The German Government is aware that by the terms of the said 
Article 202 all German air material which cannot be [? rejmoved without special 
authorization of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, must be purely and 
simply delivered to the said Powers in such places as will be selected by the G.A.LG. 

Par. 3 of the German Note is not any better founded. The viewpoint of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers as regards the non-military nature of 
certain airplanes has been repeatedly explained to the German Government and 
the allegation that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers would not allow the 
existence of nonmilitary planes is so little justified that on the contrary they have 
entrusted the G.A.LG. with determining the military or nonmilitary nature of 
these planes in conformity with the stipulations of the Treaty. 

As to the other objections raised by the German Government in the note above 
referred to, their discussion would appear to have no further interest after the 
coming into force of the Treaty. 

As a result of the preceding remarks, and in conformity with the Treaty as well 
as the protocol under date of November . . 1919, the C.A.I.G. is entrusted with 

requesting the German Government to take immediately the following measures 
of which they have been already notified : 

ist) To furnish the C.A.I.G. a list of all aeronautical material sold or exported: 

2nd) To deliver to the C.A.I.G. at such places as it may select all aircraft and 
aeronautical material captured by the Geiman forces from the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. Among this material the 500 motors especially referred to in 
Marshal Foch’s telegram under date of August 7” must be immediately delivered 
at. . . 

3rd) To deposit at the places selected by the C.A.I.G. all aeronautical material 
in Germany (including material removed, loaned, utilized or sold), material which 
will later be recognized as civil by the G.A.LG. will be released. 

4th) To deposit with the C.A.I.G. before January 31, 1920, and according to 
the value of [jzV] all aeronautical material the delivery of which has been made 
impossible by Germany, 

November 24, igiQ^ 


Appendix L to No. 29 
Note by the British Delegation 

Information has been received from Copenhagen showing that the German 
authorities intend to demobilize some of their military and naval forces at Flens- 
borg and to provide them with civilian occupations within the plebiscite area. 

In the -^dew of His Britannic Majesty’s Government it would be desirable to 
inform the German Government at once that this proceeding will not be allowed. 
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H. D. 100.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d' Or say, Paris, on Tuesday, 

November 2 §, igig, at jo._go a.m. 

Present; Hon. Henry White; secretary, Mr. L, Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 
Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat : U.S.A,: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Mr. A. W. Dulles, Gapt. H. Pierce. 

British Empire: Lt.-Golonel Kisch, Mr. A. Deeper, Mr. E, H. Carr. 
France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, M. Her- 
mitte, M. Kammerer. 

Italy: M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. Marshal Foch informed the Council that he had received a telegram 

from General Niessel, dated November 23 rd (see Appendix A) . 
^acuation fthe According to this telegram the Germans were carrying out 
Baltic Provinces & u 1 r-u r t- m j 

their evacuation by the Chavli-Tauroggen railroad, liie 

Lithuanians, in spite of instructions received from General Niessel, had 
crossed that line at several points and attacked the Germans. In order to 
parry this attack General Niessel had dispatched Allied and German officers 
and hoped to succeed in checking the Lithuanians. In spite of this, the 
German Government had ordered troops to cross the frontier in order to 
protect the railroad, although they had been told not to send any additional 
troops to that district. One train had already passed through. General 
Niessel desired the Council to make strong representations to the German 
Government. He proposed to send a telegram to General Niessel telling him 
that he had full power to take whatever measures seemed to him fitting and 
that any action on the part of the Council seemed calculated only to retard 
a satisfactory solution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if any news had been received from General 
Niessel regarding an armistice between the Germans and the Letts. He had 
received a somewhat obscure telegram from the Admiralty evidently to the 
effect that there was such an armistice.’^ 

* It appears probable that the reference was to a transmission of the following telegram 
of November 24, 1919, from Admiral Sir W. Cowan, British Senior Naval Officer, Baltic, 
to the Admiralty: ‘General Niessel is ordering cessation of hostilities between Letts and 
Germans. I regard this as madness; instant orders should be sent to cancel. I have sent 
strongest protest. All his messages are in plain language.’ The last sentence of this telegram 
apparently referred to use by General Niessel of uncyphered messages. 
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General Weygand said he did not think so. The last news received from 
General Niessel was that he had meant to go to Riga, but felt that his presence 
was necessary further south, especially as the Letts seemed able to hold their 
own against the Germans. 

It was decided: 

to approve the terms of the draft telegram prepared by Marshal Foch to 
be sent to General Niessel (see Appendix B). 

2 . 

[Not printed] 

Allowances to personnel 
of Administrative, 

Government, and Plebis- 
cite Commissions 

3. M. Berthelot informed the Council that the Roumanian answer had not 
yet actually arrived. General Coanda, who was bringing 
Answer of the Roumanian answer, was on his way to Paris. According to the 

Governrnentto tie Note calculation the time within which their 

of the Principal Allied 1 , , 1 • 1 r i 

and Associated Powers answer was to be delivered only expired at noon 01 that 

day. Although, according to the idea of the Council that 
time had expired on Sunday, 2 it seemed expedient to wait until General 
Coanda arrived, an event which would take place at any moment. In the 
meantime, a strong speech from the Roumanian throne had indicated that 
under no conditions was Roumania willing to permit a rupture between 
herself and the Allied and Associated Powers. M. Antoiiescu had confirmed 
this information. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that a real difficulty existed. He had heard 
from the British Representative at Bucharest that the Council’s note had not 
been presented by the 22nd of November. The Council in discussing the draft 
note had changed several words and decided that the Roumanians were to have 
eight days from the presentation of the note.3 If then it had not been presented 
on the 22nd November the time could not be considered to have expired. 

M. Berthelot informed the Council that he had received a telegram from 
the French Charge d’Affaires at Bucharest dated November 21st to the effect 
that the latter had received the first and last parts of the Council’s note to 
the Roumanian Government. An important part was still lacking and was 
being awaited before the note was presented. M. Misu, however, already 
knew the substance of the note through General Coanda. The French Charge 
d’Affaires had made urgent representations to the Roumanian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs as to the gravity of the situation, which permitted of no delay, 
and had told Hm that the Roumanian Government must declare itself ready 
to sign the Minorities Treaty unreservedly in consideration always of the 
assurance given by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in tlieir note 
of the 1 2 th October that they would examine certain modifications as to 
form. M, Misu had replied to the French Charge d’Affaires that he would 

2 November 23, 1919. 3 See No. 23, minute 2. 
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prepare a reply ortliat tenor and would do his utmost to obtain a favourable 
consideration of the matter from the King and Council of Ministers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Council that the Roumanians had been 
told that they could not sign the Bulgarian Treaty until they had signed the 
Austrian Treaty. As they could not sign the Austrian Treaty within the two 
ensuing days he did not see how they could sign the Bulgarian Treaty on 
November 27th. 

M, Berthelot suggested that a protocol could be signed, as had been the 
case at the time of signing the Austrian Treaty, giving the Roumanians 
additional time within which to sign the Bulgarian Treaty. That time might 
be fixed at a week. 

M. DE Martino agreed that the Council should take no further action 
towards Roumania until the Roumanian reply had been received. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that all indications were that the Roumanians 
were certainly going to sign. The Serb-Croat-Slovene Government was 
prepared to sign the Treaty with Austria as well as the Minorities Treaty 
and the financial arrangements. The Drafting Committee had prepared a 
draft agreement of adhesion to be signed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment which would be communicated to all the Powers signatory to the Treaty 
of Saint Germain. With respect to the Roumanians the situation was differ- 
ent. The Minorities Treaty concerning Roumania had not yet been signed 
by anybody. Some modifications as to form would be made in this Minorities 
Treaty in order to meet certain views of the Roumanians. The Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers therefore could not sign this Treaty until the 
final terms thereof had been settled after consultation with the Roumanian 
Representatives. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that the Roumanians must give an unequivocal 
agreement to sign the Minorities Treaty, taking into consideration the fact 
that certain modifications in their favour might be made therein. 

M. Cambon suggested that after the receipt of the Roumanian reply the 
Roumanian Delegation be given a week from Nov. 27 within which to sign 
the Bulgarian Treaty, and that within that week the Minorities Treaty 
should be put into final form after conference with the Roumanian repre- 
sentatives; that said Treaty, as well as the Treaty of Saint Germain and the 
agreements related thereto, be signed by Roumania within that week. 

M. Berthelot read the draft agreement of adhesion, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee, to be signed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government 
(see Appendix G^) . 

It was decided: 

(1) that in connection mth the signing of the Treaty with Bulgaria on 
November 27th a protocol be prepared allowing* the interested 
Powers to sign said Treaty with Bulgaria within one week from 
November 27th; 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained a draft for the declaration of adhesion which was 
signed in Paris by Yugoslav representatives on December 5, 1919. This declaration is 
printed in Treaty Series, 1920, No. 8. Gmd, 638. 
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(2) that witMii one week from November 27th Roiimania should sign the 

Treaty with Austria, the Minorities Treaty, and the financial 
arrangements; 

(3) to accept the draft agreement of adhesion, prepared by the Drafting 

Committee, to be signed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation; 

(4) that the agreement of adhesion when signed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene 

Delegation be communicated to aU the Powers signatory to the 
Treaty of Saint Germain. 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation 
regarding the Minorities Treaty (see Appendix Ds).) 
Note from the Serb- M. Kammerer commented upon the note from the 

Croat-Slovene Dele^- Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation and stated that, on the 
for\hepwkction whole, this note was satisfactory. He pointed out that 

Minorities the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation had presented its in- 

terpretation of the clauses relative to freedom of transit 
and equitable treatment of commerce, which were involved in Article 5 1 of the 
Treaty of Peace with Austria, and had stated that in the absence of a contrary 
reply from the Council it would consider that its interpretation was correct. 
He thought that the Serbian interpretation was, in fact, correct and he there- 
fore proposed that no reply be sent to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation. 
The question could therefore be considered settled. 

It was decided: 


that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers were in full agreement 
with the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation as to the interpretation of the 
Minorities Treaty, and that said Treaty be at once presented to the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Delegation for signature. (See Appendix D^). 


5. (The Council had before it the Bulgarian reply regarding reciprocal 
immigration between Greece and Bulgaria, dated 
Reply to the Bulgarian November 23rd (see Appendix E^).) 

IMlegation legardtng the Kammerer commented upon this note from the 

Immigration Bulgarian Delegation and stated that it was entirely 

satisfactory. The Bulgarian Delegation has asked for 
explanations with respect to two points. The Committee on New States 
agreed with the Bulgarian interpretation of these points. A satisfactory 
answer consisting of a few lines could be sent to the Bulgarian Delegation. 
A more serious question was the form of the Treaty. The United States 
representative had raised some question as to his Government’s being able 
to sign, and the Japanese delegate had thereupon stated that in such an 
event, his Government might likewise be unable to sign. The Drafting 
Committee considered that the Treaty between Bulgaria and Greece relative 
to reciprocal immigration was in no way dependent upon the signature of the 
Bulgarian Treaty by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. In fact 
Article 56, paragraph 2, of the Bulgarian Treaty itself, made tha.t point clear. 

s Not printed. This note, dated at Paris on November 23, 1919, is printed by D. H. 
Miller, op. cit.j voi. xiii, pp. 543-6, 

® Not printed. This note is printed ibid., vol. xiii, pp. 539-40. 
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In order to meet the difficulty the Drafting Committee proposed the follow- 
ing solution : the Supreme Council should reach a decision which would be 
inserted in the preamble of the Greco-Bulgarian Treaty; for technical reasons 
it was preferable that this decision be dated Thursday, November 27th. The 
wording of the proposed decision was as follows : 

Tn view of the provisions of Article 56, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of 
Peace with Bulgaria, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers deem it 
fitting that the reciprocal and voluntary immigration of ethnical, religious 
and linguistic minorities in Greece and Bulgaria should be settled by a 
convention concluded between these two Powers in the terms decided 
upon on this date/ 

The foregoing solution represented the unanimous opinion of the Committee 
on New States, with the exception that the Italian representative had made 
the reservation that M. de Martino would have to give a final opinion on 
this point. 

M. DE Martino said that he had already expressed his opinion that for 
reasons of general interest it was advisable that the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers should sign this Treaty. The decisions already taken by 
the Council relative to affairs in the Balkans seemed to him to have created 
many opportunities for trouble in the future. As a general thing he felt that 
those Powers who were directly interested in maintaining peace in the 
Balkans should participate more actively in Balkan affairs. However, as it 
was of great importance that the present question be settled without further 
delay, he was willing to withdraw his reservation on that occasion. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the Secretary General of the Conference reply to the Bulgarian 

Delegation that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers were in 
agreement with the Bulgarian interpretation of the Treaty regarding 
reciprocal immigration between Greece and Bulgaria ; 

(2) to adopt the following resolution, to be dated as of No%'^ember 27th, 

1919, and to be inserted in the preamble of the Treaty between 
Greece and Bulgaria regarding reciprocal immigration : 

‘In view of the provisions of Article 56, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of 
Peace with Bulgaria, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers deem it 
fitting that the reciprocal and voluntary immigration of ethnical, religious 
and linguistic minorities in Greece and Bulgaria should be settled by a 
convention concluded between these two Powers in the terms decided upon 
on this date.’ 

6. (The Council had before it a draft note, prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee, to be sent to the German Government relative 
to demobilized German soldiers in the Sciileswig Plebis- 
cite Areas. (See Appendix F).) 

M. Gambon read the draft note, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee, to be sent to the German Govern- 
ment relative to demobilized German soldiers in the 
Schleswig Plebiscite Areas. 


Report of the Drafting 
Committee on mainte- 
nance of demobilized 
Gertnan Soldiers in the 
Schleswig Plebiscite 
Areas 
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It was decided : 

to adopt the draft note, prepared by the Drafting Committee, to be sent 
to the German Government relative to demobilized German soldiers in the 
Schleswig Plebiscite Areas. (See Appendix F.) 


7. M. Gambon read the resolution adopted by the Council at its preced- 
„ , . ing meeting (H.D. 99P Minute 5). The resolution had 

Resolution regardtne the ° -i i • ir 1 , 

seat of negotiations provided that the Council reserved to itself the final 

having to do with the approval thereof until a further examination. 
relationship between SiR Eyre Crowe said that he accepted the text as 

Poland and the Free City 

of Danzig White proposed that paragraph 3 of the resolu- 

tion be modified to read as follows : 


‘that, prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last para- 
graph, preliminary studies by a special technical committee shall be made 
at Dantzig. This committee shall be composed of representatives of both 
Poland and Dantzig with the addition of the Allied representative at 
Dantzig. These technical studies, which may serve as a basis for the 
negotiations provided for under paragraph 2, shall be forwarded to Paris 
by this committee not later than one month after the coming into force 
of the Treaty.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what the object was in the change suggested by 
Mr. White. He wished to know if the word technical was intended to exclude 
anyone. 

Mr. White replied that it was not. 

M. C AMBON said that he likewise was unable to understand the proposed 
change. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if that excluded the preparation of a draft Treaty. 
Mr. White said that the object of the proposed change was merely to 
make it clear that only preliminary studies should take place at Dantzig. 

Mr. Dulles called attention to the fact that preliminary discussions had 
already taken place at Warsaw. If the resolution provided that preliminary 
discussions should take place at Dantzig it might imply the removal of the 
discussions from Warsaw to Dantzig. The Poles and the inhabitants of 
Dantzig both recognized that technical studies must take place at Dantzig. 
He also called attention to the fact that in the change proposed by Mr. White 
a time limit of one month after the coming into force of the Treaty was 
specified. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that it had been proposed to hold these pre- 
liminary discussions at Warsaw. That proposition had been rejected and a 
request had been made on the previous day that these discussions be trans- 
ferred to Paris. He had then proposed that the preliminary discussions be 
held at Dantzig. He further added that the change proposed by the American 
Delegation contemplated that the Committee engaged in preliminary studies 
should report direct to the Supreme Council. He felt that this procedure was 
7 No. 29. 
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not correct and that as a matter of form it was the Allied Representative 
at Dantzig who should address the Supreme Council. He also felt that one 
month might prove to be too short a time within w^hich to submit the report 
in question. 

Mr. Dulles remarked that discussions had already begun. Therefore by 
the time the Treaty came into force a further delay of one month might well 
prove sufficient. He quite agreed that the Representative of the Allies could 
and should address himself directly to the Supreme Council but he thought 
that the Committee charged with the preliminary studies should also be able 
to do so. 

M. Gambon suggested that paragraph 3 be modified to read as follows: 

‘that prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last para- 
graph, preparatory studies of a technical nature and preliminary discus- 
sions, to which the Allied Representative in the free city of Dantzig should 
be a party, take place at Dantzig. Within a maximum delay of two months 
after the coming into force of the Treaty the said Representative should 
send to Paris, together with a report, the proposals which would have been 
prepared at Dantzig and which would serve as a basis for the negotiations 
provided for in the preceding paragraph,’ 

Mr. White agreed to that modification if it were satisfactory to the Poles. 
Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that under the terms of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany that was a matter for the decision of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers only, 

M. Gambon said that the Poles were interested in making preliminary 
studies and in participating in discussions, but they were not entitled to 
decide finally the question involved. 

Mr. White wondered what the result would be if the Poles should refuse 
to accept the plan proposed. 

M. Gambon inquired whether Mr. White really expected such a refusal 
on their part. He pointed out that the Poles had asked to have the negotia- 
tions transferred to Paris, and their request had been granted. All that was 
necessary was to tell the Poles that it had been decided to grant their request. 

M. Berthelot observed that certain questions necessarily had to be studied 
on the spot. He thought however, that the Council could reach a decision on 
that day and if necessary communicate it to the Poles. If the Poles had any 
observations to present, the Council could, he thought, decide on the follow- 
ing day whether or not to take them into account. 

Mr. White said that Dantzig had been taken away from Germany and 
made a free city not so much for the good of the inhabitants of Dantzig as for 
the benefit of the population of Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked Mr. White what action he thought should be taken 
in case the Poles did not accept the plan proposed. Was it his intention that 
the Council should yield to the Poles? 

Mr. White thought that the matter could then be discussed again. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that there was no point in that as the Council 
alone was charged with the duty of deciding. 

11 D d 
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M. DE Martino pointed out that in all probability the Poles would 
willingly accept this plan. 

Mr. White felt that he could only accept the resolution proposed after 
hearing the view of the Poles. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that meant not coming to a decision. 

(After some further discussion. 

It was decided : 

(1) to . accept textually the first two paragraphs of the resolution taken at 

the preceding meeting of the Council (H.D. 99P Minute 5, November 
24th, 1919) ; 

(2) that the third paragraph of said resolution be modified to read as 

follows : 

‘that prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the 
last paragraph, preparatory studies of a technical nature and 
preliminary discussions, to which the Allied Representative in 
the free city of Dantzig should he a party, take place at Dantzig. 
Within a maxim um delay of two months after the coming into 
force of the Treaty the said Representative should send to Paris, 
together with a report, the proposals which would have been 
prepared at Dantzig and which would serve as a basis for the 
negotiations provided for in the preceding paragraph.’ 

(3) that the entire resolution be communicated on that day to the Polish 

Delegation, and that if said Delegation had any observations to 
present the Council would examine them at an early meeting.) 

8. (The Council had before it a letter dated November 15th from General 
TcherbatchefF regarding Russian war material and supplies 
Disposal of Russian left in Roumania. (See Appendix G) ,) 

War Material left in Rerthelot pointed out that General Tcher- 

mSimofih batcheff’s note alluded to a joint letter of the Ministers 
Russian Army Plenipotentiary of France, England, the United States and 

Italy, dated March 3rd, 1918. As the text of that joint 
letter was not available he had telegraphed to the French Charge d’ Affaires 
at Bucharest to obtain the same. He thought it would be well to await the 
receipt of that joint letter and to examine the same before taking any action 
on General Tcherbatcheff ’s note. 

(This was agreed to.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 25, iQig^ 
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Appendix A to No. 30 
Telegram from General Messel to Marshal Foch 

From: Tilsitt 

To the Supreme Council : Received 11/23/ 19. 9-00 p.m. 

In order to assure free evacuation of the German forces, commanded the estab- 
lishment of a line of demarkation east of the Tauroggen-Ghavli railway. The 
Lithuanian Government was invited by us to observe this line. Nevertheless, the 
Lithuanian forces attacked this line in several places on each side of the latter 
locality. 

In order to put a stop to the fights begun, I sent to the spot Allied officers of the 
Mission, with Colonel Dosse® and Admiral Hoppman.^ 

We informed the German Government that we cannot authorize it to transport 
troops beyond the frontier of East Prussia. However, Noske decided to send con- 
tingents to assure the protection of the railway. The first convoy is already past 
the frontier. The strength of the contingents to be sent has not been communicated 
to us. The forces at the disposal of General Eberhardt were sufficient to guarantee 
the security of the Tauroggen-Ghavli railway. We think that the officers who were 
sent there will suffice to restore order. 

It would be advisable to exercise, without delay, an energetic pressure on the 
German Government, in order to prevent the arrival of new troops from rendering 
more difficult the settlement of an already intricate situation. 

Appendix B to No. 30 

November 55, igig. 

From: M. Foch. 

To: General Niessel, President of the Interallied Commissions on Baltic Terri- 
tories, Tilsitt. 

In accordance with the Conference: 

I approve all measures taken in order to put a stop to the Lithuanian attacks 
against the Ghavli-Taurogen railway. 

Full authority is given to you by the Conference to assure the evacuation of the 
Baltic provinces by the Germans, and consequently, to take in Berlin the action 
which you might deem proper. 

Any intervention of the Conference would only weaken your action, and would 
run the risk of being too late. 

Foch 

Appendix F to No. 30 
Proposed Note to be addressed to Germany'^ 

Drafting Committee of the Peace Conference. park, November 24, igig. 
Re demobilized Germans at Flemborg. 

According to information which has reached the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers, German authorities are placing in the Schleswig* plebiscite zone 
men supposed to be demobilized from the German military and naval forces. 

® Chief of Staff to General Niessel. 

The German representative with General Niessel’s mission. 

The French texts of this note and of M. Carnbon’s pr-esentation of it in the Supreme 
Council (see minute 6 above) are printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit,, p. 331. 
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The Principal Allied and Associated Powers inform the German Government 
that if, according to Article 109 of the Treaty of Versailles, ‘military persons, 
officers, non-commissioned officers and soldiers of the German army, who are 
natives of the zone of Schleswig in which the plebiscite is taken, shall be given the 
opportunity to return to their native place in order to take part in the voting there’, 
it is not the intention of the said Powers to tolerate in the zone in which the plebis- 
cite is taken, supposedly demobilized men who do not come within the category 
referred to in the Treaty. 


Appendix G to No. 30 

The Representative of the Russian Armies with tpie Allied Governments 
AND High Command. 

PARIS, Movernber rj, igig. 

No. 1 1571. 

From: General Tcherbatcheff, Military Representative of the Supreme Chief of 

Russia with the Allied Governments and High Command. 

To: The President of the Council, Minister of War. 

I have the honour to call your attention to the fact that, during the demobiliza- 
tion of the Russian Armies on the Roumanian front, I have as Commander-in- 
Ghief of that front, and in accord with the plenipotentiary ministers of the Entente 
in Roumania, elaborated the order in which the material and war supplies left in 
Rouraania were to be kept and restored afterwards to Russia. 

The plenipotentiary ministers of France, England, United States of America 
and Italy, communicated to me in their joint letter of March 3/16, 1918, copy of 
two notes addressed by them to the Roumanian President of the Council and in 
which the plenipotentiary ministers explained their essential point of view on 
Russian goods, namely: that these goods remain the property of Russia, that the 
Roumanian Government was to keep them temporarily, and had no right not 
only to use them, but still [?less], to transport them without previous authorization 
by the representatives of the Entente Powers which had guaranteed that property. 
The Roumanian Government consented to those stipulations. 

During the German occupation of Roumania the plenipotentiary ministers of the 
above-mentioned Entente Powers, in a joint letter of July 13/26, 1918, confirmed 
to the Roumanian Government that they maintained the same point of view with 
respect to the Russian property which remained in Roumania. 

After the organization of Denekin’s volunteer army, the question arose of using 
our material and war supplies which remained in Roumania. 

With the assistance of the representatives of the Entente in Roumania, the 
authorization was obtained from the Roumanian Cabinet (Decision December 14, 
1918, No. 1103) to send a small part of this material and supplies to General 
Denekin’s Army. 

But, in spite^of the entire help of the representatives of the Entente Powers in 
Roumania, and of the reiterated promises of the representatives of the Roumanian 
Government, General Denekin’s Army only received a very small part of our 
property. 

Furthermore, hindering us by every means from receiving this property which 
belongs to us, the Roumanian Ministry of War had not only been taking stock 
of all Russian store houses, but has been appropriating our goods for its own use, 
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without any control or authorization, thus violating the principles which had been 
established by four Entente Powers, and to which the Roumanian Government 
had agreed. 

The Military representative of the Russian Armies at Bucarest has employed 
all possible means in order to obtain the shipment promised. But, in spite of all 
the steps of the plenipotentiaries of the Entente Powers in Roumania, the Rou- 
manian Government goes no further than making promises. 

On account of the foregoing, I deem it indispensable to beg you to kindly place 
on the calendar the c|uestion of the restitution to the Armies of Southern Russia of 
the Russian material and supplies which remain in Roumania, and to have sent, in 
the first place, rifles, cartridges and munitions, heavy artillery, and machine guns. 

As the Entente Powers consented to protect the property of Hungary, their 
former enemy, from the exaggerated pretensions of Roumania, they cannot (were 
it only for the sacrifices made by Russia) ignore the plundering of Russian property 
which remained in Roumania, including war material of forty-three infantry 
divisions of twelve battalions each. 

These goods are recognized as our property by the Entente Powers; and were 
only turned over for temporary safe-keeping to the Roumanian Government, and 
they are at the present time indispensable to the Russian Armies, which are waging 
a hard war against the Bolshevists. 

I beg you to kindly inform me of the decisions taken in this matter. 

General Tgherbatcheff 


No. 31 

H.D. 1 01.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichords Room^ Quai d'Orsagp, Paris, on Friday, 
November 28, igig, at lo.go am. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, Ad. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin, 

Italy: M. de Alaitino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: Ad. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Rear-Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Lieut. -Commander Koehler, 
U.S.N,, Colonel J. A. Logan, Dr. J. B. Scott, Dr. I. Bowman. 
British Empire: Sir R. Tower, Mr. Palairet, Mr. A. Leeper, Adr. Carr, 
Captain Fuller, R.N., Commander Macnamara, R.N., Lieut.- 
Golonel Kisch. ** 

France: M. Gambon, General Le Rond, M. Kammerer, M. Leygues, 
Commandant Le Vavasseur. 

Italy: Admiral Gagni, M. Ricci Busatti, M, Deil’Abbadessa, M. 

Stranieri, Gapt. de Corvette Ruspoli. 

Japan: Ad. Shigemitsu, 

405 



I. M. Clemengeau asked M. Georges Leygues to discuss the last British 
proposal relative to the distribution of enemy surface warships. 
Distribution of November 14th (see Appendix A^). 

nemy an tips Georges Leygues said that for many months the naval 

experts had discussed the question of distribution of enemy warships without 
being able to reach an agreement. Great Britain and the United States were 
of the opinion that those ships should be destroyed. France asked to keep 
the ships which would be allotted to her, and desired, on the other hand, to 
obtain an additional share owing to its inability to build warships on account 
of the war, France having been forced to concentrate all her energies towards 
the production of war material, not only for herself but also for her Allies. 

The British note of November 14th was an effort to bring together the 
different points of view and to come finally to an agreement. The French 
Navy was equally very desirous to settle a question which had been under 
discussion for such a long time, and although the British proposal did not 
agree on important questions with the French point of view, he felt ready on 
his part to accept it as a basis for discussion. 

He then read and commented upon the different paragraphs of the British 
proposal. 

M. Glemengeau said he did not understand the purpose of paragraph 6, 
which allotted to each one of the five Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
a certain number of ships for the period of one year. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that it had been pointed out that certain Powers 
were anxious to have ships temporarily allotted, which they might use either 
for propaganda, or experimental purposes. The British Government did not, 
however, attach much importance to that proposal, and would not disap- 
prove the omission of the paragraph in question. 

M. Leygues said those ships might to some extent be considered as 
trophies. Furthermore, they might be of use from the point of view of instruc- 
tion, and also for firing practice. He was not averse to accepting the para- 
graph as proposed by the British Delegation. 

Mr. Polk said he would have to offer objections on certain points of the 
British proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that under those circumstances, it would be prefer- 
able to discuss tlie proposal submitted to the Council paragraph by paragraph. 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph i of the British proposal. 

Mr. Polk wished to ask why the question of distribution of surface enemy 
warships had been treated separately from that of submarines. The American 
point of view was that the submarines should likewise be destroyed. 

Captain Fuller said those two questions had always been discussed 
separately and jt was to be feared that if they were to mix them up at this 
tim.e, they would find it impossible to come to an agreement. 

Mr. Polk asked what advantage there was in discussing those questions 
separately. Did certain Powers wish to keep enemy submarines? 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained two documents which were respectively identical 
with No. 24, appendices G and B, q.v. 
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M. Leygues stated that France and Italy desired to keep some. (Para- 
graph I was accepted.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 2. 

Mr. Polk said the American Government could not accept the ratio of 
two percent given to the United States, which it considered as being mani- 
festly insufficient. The United States did not desire to keep those ships, but 
considered it was a question of principle which affected the national feeling. 
They had the impression that the basis adopted for the distribution was not 
fair. The amount of tonnage sunk ought not to be the only factor estimated, 
and they thought that other factors should be taken into account, such as 
the effort made by the different navies in the course of hostilities. America 
had thought that all those ships should be destroyed, and for that reason had 
not attached great importance to the question of distribution. But it was 
now different. He had made some mistakes in his life ; and one of tlie mis- 
takes he regretted the most was to have agreed to accept the principle that 
a reparation was due by the Germans for the sinking of their fleet at Scapa 
Flow. He did not wish to discuss anew a decision taken by the Supreme 
Council and which held ; he could not but regret, however, tliat the Council 
should have thought it necessary to exact from Germany the delivery of a 
part of her civil material, which resulted in placing the Allies in a better 
situation than the one they had before the Scapa Flow incident, and which 
rewarded them to some extent with the crime committed by the Germans. 
At any rate, he considered that the ratio of two percent attributed to the 
United States was not fair, and that they should get more. 

Captain Fuller said they had only given round numbers, and for that 
reason the results indicated in the note were not absolutely final. Those 
figures, however, should not be greatly changed if the criterion of losses 
suffered by the different navies was maintained, which criterion had formed 
the basis for their work. 

As far as the British share was concerned, they did not absolutely insist 
upon having a ratio of seventy percent given them, although that repre- 
sented the exact percentage of their losses as compared with the losses of the 
other navies. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the naval experts could not examine once more 
those percentages and make the necessary changes. 

Captain Fuller said that in order to accomplish that work successfully, 
they should know precisely what basis to adopt. It had been suggested on 
the American side that the national effort of the different Allies should be 
taken as a basis for distribution. It seemed, however, extremely difficult, if 
not indeed impossible, to calculate the national effort of a Power, and they 
had preferred not to embark upon a course which would lead them to making 
delicate comparisons. 

Mr. Polk stated his instructions did not allow him to accept the figure of 
2 %. Fie admitted that the national effort of the different Powers was indeed 
difficult to figure out and compare, but he thought that by discussing the 
question with the naval experts he might succeed in putting together the 
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foundations of an agreement. He would find it impossible to make a definite 
proposal on that day, but he hoped to be able to do so the following day. He 
wished to repeat that as the United States meant to destroy their share of the 
enemy warships it only entailed as far as they were concerned a question of 
principle, but that question interested the national American feeling to a very 
high degree. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that before starting to change the percentage, it was 
necessary to agree on the general basis to be adopted. 

M. Clemengeau thought it would be wise to adjourn the discussion of 
paragraph 2 of the British proposal until the next meeting. One might hope 
that in that time an agreement would be arrived at between Mr. Polk and 
the naval experts. 

(The discussion of paragraph 2 of the British proposal was adjourned 

to the following day.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 3. 

(The principle of paragraph 3 was adopted.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 4. 

Mr. Polk said he did not object to accepting that paragraph; he, how- 
ever, wished to state once more that they considered that a decision of the 
Council in demanding reparations from the Germans for the scuttling of their 
fleet at Scapa Flow had been a mistake. It was an entirely questionable 
principle, that of profiting by the enemy’s crimes in order to reward them- 
selves. 

(Paragraph 4 was adopted.) 

Captain Fuller then read paragraph 5. 

(Paragraph 5 was adopted.) 

Captain Fuller then read the 6th and last paragraph of the British pro- 
posal. 

Mr. Polk said he did not have any fundamental objection to that para- 
graph, but considered the wording might well be modified. Fie also made 
the same remark concerning paragraph 3. He would like to discuss that 
question of form with Captain Fuller and the naval experts. 

Captain Fuller said there remained a question on which the naval 
experts wished to have the decision of the Supreme Council. A certain 
number of small Powers had requested to have enemy warships handed over 
to them. Some of those Powers had even put forward fairly extravagant 
claims, either for surface warships or for submarines. In case the Council 
should decide to refuse those requests, they still had to consider the question 
whether small jDatrol boats should be handed over to those Powers to be used 
for policing purposes. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if they decided to grant the requests made them 
by the small Powers, they would have to decide whether the ships should be 
taken from the enemy fleet or ceded by the Allies. 

M. Clemengeau said that the latter alternative presented certain dis- 
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advantages. He could not very well imagine, for example, the Italians offer- 
ing patrol boats to the Yugo-Slavs. 

M. DE Martino said they should first ascertain whether the Yugo-Siavs 
had lost any ships. If they had suffered losses in ships of war, that could only 
have happened naturally in the course of fighting in which they had taken 
part as Austrians, that is as enemies fighting against the Allies. They, there- 
fore, did not have any right to obtain ships in compensation of losses they had 
not suffered. 

Admiral Gagni said that that case had already been examined in para- 
graph 2 of the British proposal under discussion. That paragraph specified 
which were the small Powers which had suffered losses and which conse- 
quently were entitled to compensation. 

M. Glemengeau said he thought it very difiicult to embark on a procedure 
which would lead to giving the small Powers which had not suffered losses 
during the war either a share of enemy warships or even small vessels intended 
to be used for police work. The case of Powers alluded to in paragraph 2 was, 
of course, reserved. 

M. DE Martino said that the British memorandum of October loth^ had 
recognized the principle that none of the small Allied States which had not 
suffered losses should receive enemy warships. That principle had been 
adopted by the French and Italian Delegations. Naturally that was all the 
more applicable to new and to neutral States as paragraph ‘G’ of the British 
note for that matter specified. 

M. Glemengeau said he thought that the Council agreed in refusing the 
request of the small Powers, whether for warships or small patrol boats. 

It was decided: 


(1) to adopt paragraphs 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the British proposal dated 

November 14, 1919, relative to the distribution of enemy surface 
warships, paragraphs 3 and 6, however, being subject to modifica- 
tions of form ; 

(2) that Mr. Polk should examine with the naval experts the questions 

raised by paragraph 2 of the British proposal and that he should 
make a proposal on that subject at the next meeting of the Council ; 

(3) that the Powers, other than those referred to in paragraph 2, should be 

given neither ships of war nor ships intended for police work. (See 
Appendix A.)* 


2. M. Gambon said that at its meeting of November 25 th, the Supreme 
Council had adopted the following resolution concerning 
Negotiations between negotiations between Poland and the City of Dant- 

zig. - . 

As he had been instructed by the Council, he had 
communicated the above resolution to M. Patek, who had been satisfied 
with it on the whole, but had expressed the desire to obtain two modifications 
relative to paragraph 3 of that resolution. 


Poland and the City of 
Danzig 


2 See paragraph 5 of appendix B to No. 24. 

3 M. Gambon here read out the resolution recorded at the conclusion of No. 30, minuR 7. 
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As indicated in the note which the Council had before it (see Appendix 

M. Patek desired it should be clearly brought out that only preparatory 
studies of a purely technical character should take place at Dantzig, and that 
political negotiations should be held in Paris. In order to avoid all mis- 
understanding on that point, M. Patek asked for the suppression, in para- 
graph 3, of the following words: ‘et des pourparlers’ (English text: ‘and 
preliminary discussions’). M, Patek further asked that the period of two 
months within which the proposals prepared at Dantzig should be trans- 
mitted to Paris, be reduced to one month. He contended that the Polish 
situation was extremely precarious and that she^ had the greatest interest in 
being put in a position to profit without delay from all advantages that those 
negotiations might confer upon her. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Supreme Council of his warning that if 
their decisions were continually submitted to the Poles for approval, they 
would receive a succession of objections. The Polish objection to the word 
‘pourparlers’ only reproduced the objection put forward by the American 
delegation. He was quite willing to omit the word. But if nothing was put 
in its place, the result would be to exclude the Poles themselves from the 
discussions at Dantzig; for ‘pourparlers’ implied the participation of both 
parties, whilst ‘studies techniques’ [izV] might be limited to one of the parties. 
Nor was it possible to admit the exclusion of ‘political’ questions; in practice 
no hard-and-fast line could be drawn by questions which were political and 
questions which were economical. He would propose to adopt the following 
wording, which he thought would in substance meet all objections: 

‘3. that, prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last 
paragraph, preparatory studies of a technical nature in which representa- 
tives of Poland and of the free city of Dantzig participate, under the 
chairmanship of the Allied Representative at Dantzig, should take place 
at Dantzig;’ 

M. Gambon said he personally was of the opinion that Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
proposed modification should be accepted; it defined happily the situation, 
whilst satisfying the Polish request. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that on the second point raised by the Poles, he 
would remark that the period of two months, which he himself had proposed, 
was far from being extravagant, considering that the negotiations were to 
take place between Poland and the city of Dantzig and that the latter had 
■first of all to be constituted by the League of Nations. As a matter of fact, 
the period of two months was a maximum and there was nothing to prevent 
the negotiations being ended before that period expired. 

M. Glemenceau was of the opinion that they should stand by the original 
period of two n:ionths. 

It -was decided ; 

(1) to change the text of the first sentence of paragraph 3 of the resolution 

^ Not printed. This note from M. Patek, dated at Paris on November q 6, 1919, was as 
summarized by M. Gambon. s i.e. Poland. 



of November 24tli, concerning the negotiations between Poland and 
the free city of Dantzig, as follows : 

‘(3) that, prior to the opening of negotiations as provided for in the last 
paragraph, preparatory studies of a technical nature in which represeuta- 
fives of Poland and of the free city of Dantzig participate, under the chair- 
manship of the Allied Representative at Dantzig, should take place at 
Dantzig;’ 

(2) to maintain without modification the second sentence of paragraph 3 
of the above mentioned resolution. 


3- 

Exequaturs of Foreign 
Consuls at Danzig prior 
to the definite establish- 
ment of the free city 


[Not printed] 


4- 

Communication of 
Article 435 of the Treaty 
of Versailles to Spain 
and to Sweden 


[Not printed]^ 


5. M. Berthelot read and commented upon a letter from the President 
Request of the Austrian Committee on Organization of the Reparation 

Delegation for the inser- Commission relative to the question (see Appendix E^). 
tion of an Article in the After a short discussion, 

Hungarian Treaty to It was decided: 

GuaraMee Food Supplies refer to the Economic Commission the letter of the 

fioMHmiarytcAustr^ Preddeat of the Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission dated Novemher 21 st, relative to the request of 
the Austrian Delegation for the insertion of an article in the Hungarian 
Treaty to guarantee food supplies from Hungary to Austria. (See Appen- 
dix E.^) 

® ‘After a short discussion’ the Supreme Council decided to adopt a note from the French 
Delegation, dated November 27, 1919 (appendix D in original), proposing that the French 
Government should now invite Spain and Sweden to adhere to the provisions of article 4.35 
of the Treaty of Versailles, 

' 5 ' Not printed. In this letter M. Loucheur transmitted certain observations by Baron 
Eichhoff to the effect that ‘before the dismemberment of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy, Vienna and the Alpine countries, which constitute the present tei'ritory of the 
Republic, received their supplies of flour, meat, fat and dairy products from Hungary as 
they procured coal from the regions which today form part of Gzecho-Slovakia and Poland. . 
As regards coal, Art. 224 of the Peace Treaty with Austria formally guaranteed exportation 
from Czecho-Siovak and Polish mines to Austria. M. Eichhoff' asks^that in the future 
Treaty with Flungary an article be inserted similar to the article mentioned treating with 
the exportation of Flungarian foodstufE to Austria. Of course, in compensation, this article 
would also contain a provision guaranteeing the Hungarian State rights corresponding to 
the demands stipulated in favour of Austria; effectively, this provision would guarantee to 
Hungary such industrial products and especially agricultural implements which Austria 
usually furnishes her. M. Eichhoff thinks that such an an*angenient would contribute to 



6. Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had received from the British Charge 
d’Affaires at Bucharest a telegram indicating that the Allied note 
to the Roumanian Government had been delivered on November 
24tli. The Roumanians had professed to be at the height of a 
cabinet crisis, and that the new cabinet would need a few days to examine 
the note. Their argument seemed somehow to have impressed the Allied 
representatives at Bucharest. The British Charge d’Alfaires suggested that 
an additional period of two days be granted to the Roumanians. The Italian 
Minister, more generous, proposed to give them twenty days. It seemed to 
him that the Allied representatives at Bucharest did not quite realize the 
situation. The additional Protocol to the Treaty with Bulgaria gave Rou- 
mania a supplementary period of eight days in which to sign that diplomatic 
document. It was therefore absolutely necessary that the Roumanian 
answer arrive before the expiry of the peiiod fixed by the Protocol. He 
thought it would be important to inform the Allied representatives at 
Bucharest of that situation. 

M. Berthelot thought that the Council would agree to reckoning the 
period only from the day when the note had been handed to the Roumanian 
Government, that is to say, November 24th. Accepting that starting point, 
the period would expire on the following Tuesday, December 2nd, at midday. 
They ought to consider that, in his opinion, the Roumanians had not ex- 
ceeded that period, provided their reply had left Bucharest before the 2nd of 
December at midday. The slowness of communications ought to be kept in 
mind and their reply might take 48 hours to arrive at Paris. In that case 
it would coincide almost exactly with the period fixed in the protocol and 
expiring on Friday, the 5th of December, at midday. They could make 
known to the Roumanians by their representatives at Bucharest that if the 
Supreme Council were not in possession by the 5th of December at midday 
of a satisfactory reply from the Roumanians the measures announced in the 
last note of the Allies would be put into effect. He had had a visit that morn- 
ing from M. Antonescu. The latter had led him to understand that if he 
might let it be known at Bucharest, as his personal impression and without 
committing the Council in any way, that the Allies would be disposed to 
grant certain concessions in the Minorities Treaty,® the acceptance of that 
Treaty by Roumania would be greatly facilitated. The points to which 
Roumania attached the greatest importance were: 

First, the omission in the preamble of the following passage: 

‘Considering that, in the Treaty of Berlin, the independence of the King- 
dom of Roumania had only been recognized conditionally; 

‘Considering further, that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
wished to recognize the independence of the Kingdom of Roumania un- 
conditionally, in its former and new territories,’ 

bringing back to work the agricultural populations in Hungary and the industrial in 
Austria, and in case the Peace Conference should care to approve it, he would be at the 
disposition of the latter to determine the drafting of a text corresponding to his suggestion.’ 
® Cf. Vol. I, No, 29, minute 8 and note 14. 
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Second, the insertion in the preamble of a formula affirming that the 
Treaty had been accepted by Roumania only after discussion and agree- 
ment, in order to prevent Roumanian opinion from considering the Treaty 
as having been purely and simply imposed upon Roumania. That modifica- 
tion, like the previous one, seemed to him personally quite acceptable. 

Third, the Roumanian Minister had asked finally — and this was more 
serious — for the omission of the two articles numbered lo and ii relative to 
the situation of the Jews. He also asked that the Allies consent to the insertion 
in the preamble of a sentence by which the Allied and Associated Powers 
would recognize the ‘decret loi’ of May 22, 1919, concerning the status of 
Jews in Roumania. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it quite possible to omit the two articles con- 
cerning Jews which had latterly been criticized as going into too much detail, 
all the more so as the Jews themselves did not seem to be particularly anxious 
to have those articles retained. On the other hand he saw great objection to 
inserting in the protocol a reference to the ‘decret loi’ of May 22, 1919. That 
‘decret loi’ was, as a matter of fact, far from satisfying the Jews, and by 
making special reference to it, the Powers would seem to acknowledge that it 
was a sufficient concession on the part of the Roumanians. For that reason 
he did not think it possible to accept M. Antonescu’s suggestion but he would 
not object to the omission, pure and simple, of the two articles in the Treaty 
concerning Jews, the more so as general guarantees applying to all Minorities 
remained in force in the Treaty with Roumania and would constitute 
sufficient protection for the Jews. 

M. Berthelot said that the French Delegation had accepted the two articles 
on the Jews so as not to differ from the majority of the Commission, but it 
was of the opinion that those articles were unnecessary, especially with regard 
to the recognition of the Sabbath as a legal holiday. 

M. DE Martino said that on the New States Commission, of which he had 
been a member, he had thought that in the interest of the Jews themselves it 
would be a mistake to ask special privileges for them. Such a way of acting 
could only end in deepening further the gulf which separated them from 
the rest of the population, with which on the contrary they should make an 
effort to identify themselves. In Jewish circles opinion was, for that matter, 
divided upon the expediency of such privileges ; the more uncompromising 
Jews demanded them, but those of more liberal tendency did not wish even 
to hear about them. He, therefore, identified himself very wilHngly with 
the proposal to omit articles 10 and ii dealing with the Jews. 

Mr. Polk said that he saw no difficulty as far as concerned the preamble, 
but could they not, for the Jews, adopt a text similar to that which occurred 
in the Greek Minorities Treaty? 

M. Berthelot said that in the Treaty with Greece articles specially 
referring to the Jews no longer appeared. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Mr. Polk alluded to a text which had really 
figured in the draft Treaty with Greece, but which, for reasons unknown to 
him, had disappeared from the final text. In his opinion, it would be best 
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that the New States Commission should meet that afternoon and try to agree 
on a text which would be submitted to the Council at its next meeting. 

M. Kammerer said he thought he should point out that the omission 
in the Treaty with Roumania of articles concerning Jews might have its effect 
on the Treaty with Poland. Poland would not fail indeed to ask the omission 
of the guarantees she had granted to the Jewish element if it appeared that 
similar guarantees were not asked of Roumania. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the situation of the Jews in Poland was excep- 
tionally unfavourable and that the regulations in favour of the Jews imposed 
upon Poland justified themselves. 

He wished to return to the question of the time limit. W ere they to grant 
an extension of two days to the Roumanians when the latter had not asked 
them for anything? That would seem to him extremely difficult. He would 
rather suggest that the Roumanians be informed through the Allied repre- 
sentatives at Bucharest that they could not modify the terms of their ulti- 
matum which had been adopted only after ripe reflection, and that the 
Roumanian answer should be handed to the Allied representatives at 
Bucharest before December 2nd at midday. They ought to say in addition, 
for the sake of their representatives, that, the time limit laid down by the 
protocol expiring on December 5th at midday, the Roumanian answer should 
reach Paris before that date. They would further have to consider whether 
it would not be advisable, in the event of the situation not improving at 
Bucharest, to publish the last note of the Allies to Roumania. That was a 
question which they might well discuss at the next meeting. 

It was decided : 

(1) to instruct the Allied representatives at Bucharest to inform the 

Roumanian Government that its answer should be delivered, to them 
before December 2nd at midday; 

(2) to inform the Allied representatives at Bucharest that the Roumanian 

answer should he telegraphed without delay to Paris so as to reach 
the Council before December 5th at midday, on which date expires 
the time limit laid down in the additional protocol to the Treaty 
with Bulgaria for the signature of said Treaty by Roumania ; 

(3) to refer to the New States Commission, which shall submit a report to 

the Council at its next meeting, the examination of changes re- 
quested by the Roumanian Delegation in the preamble and in the 
terms of the Minorities Treaty with Roumania. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crilloii^ 

Paris, November 28, igig. 
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No. 32 


h.d. 102.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichotds Room, Ouai dHrsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
November sg, igig, at lo.^o a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyi'e Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon. British E 7 npire: Gapt. 

G. Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Rear-Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Colonel J. A. Logan, Lieut. - 
Commander Koehler, U.S.N., Mr. A, W. Dulles, Gapt. PI. Pierce. 
British Empire: Captain Fuller, R.N., Commander Macnarnara, R.N., 
Mr. Colies, Mr. E. H. Garr, Colonel Beadom, Lieut.-Colonel Kisch. 
France: M. Georges Leygues, M. Gambon, General Weygand, M, 
Laroche, Commandant Le Vavasseur, M. Kammerer, 

Italy: Admiral Gagni, M. Mancioli, M. Stranieri, Gapt. de Corvette 
Ruspoii. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I . Mr. Polk stated that he had been unable to come to an agreement with 
the naval experts as to the questions raised by paragraph 2 
Distribution of Ent.rny British proposal (see H.D. loi, Appendix A^) ; he 

ur ace atsn x therefore have to refer the matter to Washington. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if this meant referring the whole question. 

M. Glemenceau explained that the points raised in paragraph 2 of the 
British proposal were alone meant. 

Mr. Polk agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wi.siied to know what the United States’ proposal was. 
Mr. Polk explained that they had been unable to come to an agreement 
as to figures. The amount of national effort, as a basis of distribution, which 
had been proposed in committee by the American representatives, had now 
been abandoned. Captain Fuller had proposed certain figures wliicii were 
arbitrary, inasmuch as they were not based on exact data, and \\ liici! the 
American representatives could not accept without referring tlic question to 
Washington. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to know what basis of distribution was desired. 
If the United States had abandoned the idea of ha\'ing nariouiil effort the 
basis of distribution, what other basis could be adopted except the dear one 
of losses? He. wisiied to know if the United States desired a. still different 
basis. He did not see how the principle of distribution according to per- 
^ See No. 31, note 1 and No. 24, appendix C. 
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centage of losses sustained in the war could be combined with another 
principle, for example, that of national effort. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the basis proposed was a distribution of 70% 
to Great Britain, 10% to France, 10% to Italy, 8% to Japan and 2% to the 
United States. He felt that the effort of the United States had been larger 
than was reflected in such a distribution. The United States had had eight 
super-dreadnoughts with the Grand Fleet and, he thought, more destroyers 
than any other Power. The United States did not desire to keep the ships in 
question but considered it was a question of principle which affected the 
national feeling. The question was one of satisfying public opinion. The 
United States might have over-estimated the effort it had made, but did not 
feel that a 2% distribution correctly estimated or reflected its effort. He 
wished, further, to point out that the basis of loss suffered took into account 
ships which had been lost not necessarily in action; a great many had been 
lost in harbour and it was not sure whether or not they had been lost as a 
result of enemy action. For instance, some of the losses might have been the 
result of boiler explosions and similar accidents. 

Admiral Cagni stated that the large Italian ships which had been lost 
in harbour had clearly been destroyed by enemy action, and that this was 
susceptible of proof by documents in his possession. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that his sole desire was to arrive at clearness. The 
discussion still left obscure the position as regards the principal issue. He 
would like to know if the United States wished to eliminate from the basis of 
losses suffered, ships not sunk at sea by enemy action. 

Mr. Polk said that this was not what he had in mind. The figures then 
under discussion of losses suffered were arbitrary. No hard and fast rule had 
been adopted for determining these losses; for instance, it seemed to him that 
the 10% of losses as given for France and Italy did not correspond exactly 
with the losses suffered. He wished again to point out that some of the ships 
lost might or might not have been lost as a result of enemy action. 

M. DE Martino said he wished to disagree formally with that last point 
of Mr. Polk’s. Italian losses had not been arbitrarily calculated. The vessels 
lost in port had been lost as a result of enemy machinations. The result was 
just the same if a ship were lost in this way as if it had been sunk at sea. He 
therefore maintained his point of view that ships lost in that manner must 
enter into the calculations of losses suffered. 

Mr. Polk thought that M. de Martino was putting up a man of straw to 
be knocked down. Fie, himself, was not questioning the right to include such 
losses in the calculation of losses suffered, nor was he questioning the fact 
that some Italian ships might have been sunk in port by enemy action. If it 
could be proved that such was the case, then there could be no question as 
to its being proper to include such losses in the calculation of losses suffered. 
All he had said was that, as a general matter, some of the ships included in the 
calculations of losses might well not have been lost as a result of enemy action. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he unfortunately had a passion for dearness 
but he still remained confused. He would like again to ask what the standard 
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was. He appreciated Mr. Polk’s difficulties relative to American public 
opinion but it seemed to him that the easiest way to satisfy fair public opinion 
in every country was to state a clear principle of distribution and nothing 
could be clearer than actual losses suffered. If it was decided to give a certain 
percentage of enemy ships to certain countries without such distribution 
iDeing based on a clear and logical principle, it would be necessary to explain 
to the satisfaction of public opinion in all countries why different nations 
were given an arbitrary percentage of ships. A distribution of 2 % to the 
United States was not unfair for he thought that the United States losses had 
been so small as not to reach in fact the percentage figure of 2%. 

Mr. Polk agreed that the losses had indeed been small. He agreed with 
Sir Eyre Crowe’s point of view but the difficulty he felt was that the proposed 
percentage of distribution was arbitrary. It was true of course that no United 
States ships had been lost in port but he still felt that it was arbitrary to 
include all ships lost in port irrespective of the cause. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the calculation was not arbitrary and was 
based on the principle of losses suffered. 

Mr. Polk reiterated that he thought the figures of 70-10-and 10 percent 
must be arbitrary. Pie thought it inconceivcible that the French and Italian 
losses were exactly the same. In any event he had certain instriictioiis and 
at the present stage of the discussion he would have to refer the matter to his 
Government. 

Captain Fuller stated that by actual calculations the French and Italian 
losses were almost identical: 10-70% for the French and ii*4.5% for the 
Italians. 

Sir Eyre Crowe proposed the following solution; to accept as the standard 
the percentage of warships sunk by definitely proved action of the enemy 
whether at sea or in port. 

Admiral Cagni pointed out that in the event of such a solution being 
adopted it would be necessary to institute an inquiry for each ship lost. In 
many cases losses were due to collisions resulting from war navigating con- 
ditions. Such losses were as fully entitled to be included as losses result- 
ing more directly from enemy action. Certainly the most long drawn out 
inquiries in each case would have to be expected. 

M. Glemengeau declared that he was ready to accept Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
proposal. 

Mr. Polk again pointed out that he would have to get instructions from 
his Government. 

M. DE Martino inc[uired whether Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal would 
eliminate such collisions as those mentioned by Admiral Cagni and also 
losses resulting from mines ? •> 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that to meet M. de Martino’s suggestion he 
would propose that the standard of distribution might be all ships sunk at 
open sea and all ships sunk elsewhere through definitely proved enemy action. 

Mr. Polk said that he w’ould cable his Government. 

M. Glemengeau approved this new proposal in principle. 
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Admiral Gagni thought it would be well to definitely approve the other 
points raised by the British proposal. 

Mr. Polk said that he had accepted those points in principle subject to 
changes of phraseology to be arrived at between Admiral McGully and 
Captain Fuller. He had no objection to France and Italy receiving the 
ships specified in paragraph 5 of the British proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe understood that it had been decided that Greece, 
Roumania and Portugal should each receive as compensation a ship corre- 
sponding to the one lost by each of these Powers, as specified in paragraph 2 
of the British proposal. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Admiral McGully suggested that in the final clause of paragraph i it be 
provided that the surface warships surrendered by the enemy Powers should 
be either sunk or broken up. It might well be more expensive at times to 
break up the ships than to sink them. 

M. Glemengeau took it as understood that the Power receiving the enemy 
warships would have the option of sinking or breaking them up. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Admiral McGully in discussing paragraph 3 of the British proposal 
relative to the allocation of enemy tonnage to be broken up by the Inter- 
Allied Naval Commission proposed that the breaking up or sinking be begun 
immediately and be completed within one year and furthermore that none 
of the sunken vessels and no parts or portions of them were to be incorporated 
in the naval forces of any Power. 

M. Glemengeau said that he was utterly unable to agree with this pro- 
posal. It seemed to him an impossible procedure. 

Sir Eyre Growe said that he would put an extreme case which would test 
the proposed principle; was it meant that if a vessel had been broken up, 
none of the steel from such vessels should ever find a place in another ship? 

M. Glemengeau felt that each Power should be enabled to sink or break 
up the vessels allocated to it in such manner as it should see fit. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that it would then be possible for all the necessary 
parts, such as engines, guns, etc., to be taken off an enemy warship and put 
onto a ship belonging to the Power to which such vessel had been allocated. 

M. Glemengeau felt that the proposal in question implied a mutual dis- 
trust, and he considered such a condition would be almost humiliating. 

M. Leygues thought that a condition of this land was one which could only 
logically be proposed by the Germans. If such a solution were adopted it 
would he equivalent to the Allies imposing upon themselves conditions which 
were more difficult than those they were imposing upon the enemy. 

Mr. Polk said that he would like to know frankly what was intended. If 
it were intended to use this material in tlie manner which had just been 
suggested, he thought it would be better to say so clearly. His idea was that 
the principle had already been accepted that the enemy warships were to be 
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destroyed. If it were now intended to save certain parts thereof, he felt that 
that was an extreme departure from the principle of destruction. 

M. Leygues pointed out that as a result of the enormous losses suffered by 
certain nations, public opinion in those nations would simply not be able to 
comprehend why boilers and other similar useful parts of enemy warships 
could not be used. 

Mr. Polk replied that that was exactly what he meant. If it were not 
intended to destroy the ships completely, he thought it should be so stated. 
He merely wanted to know what the intentions were. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said it had been agreed to destroy them as ships but not 
to demolish them. 

M. Glemengeau did not understand the proposal advanced by Admiral 
McCully. Pie did not see why it was necessary to pulverize the enemy war- 
ships. To his mind, destruction meant the destruction of enemy warships but 
not the destruction of their component parts. When artillery material had 
been taken from the Germans there had been no objection to using the same. 
England was at the present time building a warship costing several millions 
of pounds; this showed that there was no contemplation of adopting the 
principle of total disarmament. The idea of building ships out of enemy 
material had been made a matter of reproach. For his part, he could not see 
any harm in taking for instance a boiler from an enemy warship and putting 
it into a warship to be built two years later. France had reduced her armies 
to the minimum and might have done so too soon. England had not de- 
mobilized her navy, and certainly he was far from reproaching her therewith. 
It should not be forgotten that France’s financial situation made it impossible 
for her to build up a powerful navy, and consequently there was nothing to 
fear from her in that respect. 

Mr. Polk repeated that it was merely a question of so saying unequivocally 
if it was desired to use material from the enemy warships in the manner which 
had just been discussed; the original idea had been to destroy all enemy 
warships. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the words ‘breaking up’ had always 
been used instead of the word ‘destroying’. Consequently, it had been con- 
templated that parts of these enemy warships were to be put to some use. 
Fie instanced the operations of breaking ujd of ships : when a ship was no 
longer useful they did not pulverize it but broke it up and made use of the 
parts. If it had been contemplated that the ships were to be completely 
demolished there would have been no use calculating their distribution so 
carefully. 

Mr, Polk said that he did not wish to hold the matter up, Init he must 
go on record as saying that the United States Government dfid not consider 
that the procedure proposed carried out the principle that had been decided 
upon. lie felt that when the enemy ships were taken to the yards the greater 
part of them would doubtless be devoted to war purposers. 

M. Glemengeau asked if the words actually used were ‘breaking up’ or 
‘destroying’. 



Captain Fuller replied that ‘breaking up’ was the actual text. 

Mr. Polk said that the American idea had always been that the enemy 
warships would be destroyed so that there would be that much less naval 
war material in the world. 

M. Leygues replied that Admiral Benson had repeatedly expressed this 
view, but that the French and Italian representatives had never agreed 
thereto and that the question had never been formally voted upon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question of the time within which 
enemy warships were to be sunk of [or] broken up should be settled. The British 
suggestion had been two years and the United States had thought one year 
sufficient. 

Mr, Polk said he would not make any difficulties on this point, 

M. Leygues thought the delay should be even greater. The breaking up 
of ships was a long and costly operation as the English had discovered in their 
inquiry relative to Scapa Flow. It might be almost impossible to get the 
necessary workmen or appliances within a shorter period, 

M. Glemengeau suggested a three year period. 

Mr. Polk wished to go on record as considering this entirely too long a 
delay. However, he did not intend to prevent a decision being reached. 

It was decided: 

(1) that any Power receiving enemy warships not to he incorporated for 

use with its fleet, should have the choice of sinking or brealdng up 
said enemy warships ; 

(2) that any Power receiving enemy warships to be sunk or broken up 

should effect said breaking up or sinking within a period of three 
years after the arrival of said vessels in one of its own ports ; 

(3) that Greece, Roumania and Portugal each receive as compensation 

one enemy warship corresponding to the warship lost by each of 
these Powers, for use with its fleet or any other purpose that it 
might desire ; 

(4) that Mr. Polk should refer to his Government the question of the 

percentage of distribution among the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers of enemy warships and of the proceeds accruing from the 
breaking up thereof; 

(5) that except as modified by the foregoing paragraphs, paragraphs 1, 3, 

4, 5 and 6 of the British proposal (see Appendix A, H.D. 101^) be 
adopted unchanged. 

2. Captain Fuller read a summary on the situation relative to the sur- 
. rendered enemy submarines, dated November 28tli (see 

Appendix A). The question now was what view France 
'«‘took. 

M. Leygues stated that France, had always been opposed to breaking up 
the surrendered enemy submarines inasmuch as she had always felt that this 
question was tied up with, the question of future submarine warfare. If, 
however, the question of prohibiting future submarine warfare were now 
brought up, he would be prepared to discuss it. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Council that this question had been put 
within the competence of the League of Nations. 

M. Glemengeau observed that submarine warfare could consequently not 
now be discussed. The question remained whether enemy submarines were 
all to be destroyed or to be submitted to the same treatment as enemy surface 
warships. He then read to the Council a French proposal relative to the 
distribution of enemy submarines (see Appendix B), and a statement relative 
to the number of submarines in each navy (see Appendix G). Fie asked if the 
former might be accepted as a basis of discussion. 

M. Matsui pointed out that when the question of the distribution of sub- 
marine motors had arisen a different proportion had been adopted than was 
then proposed. Japan desired that the two should be similar. 

M. Glemengeau explained that this French proposal was merely to serve 
as a basis of discussion and that therefore M. Matsui’s objection was not 
immediately involved, 

Mr. Polk took it as understood that in discussing this proposal the question 
of principle as to whether or not the submarines were to be destroyed, was 
still before the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out, with reference to the first paragraph of the 
French proposal, that France had hitherto opposed the destruction of sub- 
marines. In the proposal then submitted by her she had made a large con- 
cession which should influence the other members of the Council in reaching 
a decision. 

Mr. Polk announced that he agreed with the first paragraph of this pro- 
posal, with the exception that he would like an eventual explanation as to the 
small number of submarines therein referred to. 

M. Matsui said that he could not give any decision on the matter until 
the following Monday, ^ as he had just received this proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that the discussion be continued without 
necessarily reaching a decision on that date. 

Mr. Polk, with reference to the second paragraph, said that although he 
had no present objection to the figures in ciucstion, he wished to inquire if 
the distribution was to be made for the purpose of eventually breaking up 
the submarines. 

M. Leygues replied that that was so. With reference to the third para- 
graph of the French proposal, he read and commented upon the figures pre- 
sented in Appendix G. lie pointed out the heavy losses suffered by France 
and the fact that she alone had not been able to indulge in any naval con- 
struction, all the resources of her shipyards having been devoted to produc- 
tion of land war material for herself and her Allies. 

M. de Martino agreed with M. Leygues in w’-hat lie h.ad Svjiid with respect 
to the French situation. Altliough Italy was not in exactly a similar position, 
she occupied a position intermediate between that of England and of France. 
Italy had likewise been greatly handicapped by having to .stop her naval 
construction on account of Iiatdng to devote such resources to tlie })roductioii 
s December i, 1919. 
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of land war material. If France, by way of compensation for such a situation, 
was to receive a certain number of submarines, Italy likewise should have some. 
He did not have exact figures at hand, but would refer to Admiral Gagni for 
such figures ; lie thought that this matter might be further examined into. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was quite ready, as far as France was con- 
cerned, to agree to the same principle with respect to submarines as had been 
determined upon with respect to surface ships. His Government would be 
glad if the ten submarines to be allotted to the French might be selected from 
among such as had not disgraced the flag. His Government would be glad 
of this for sentimental reasons. 

M. Glemengeau inquired if there were ten such submarines available. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that there were more tlian ten in French ports. 

M. Leygues agreed with the British proposition, provided that ten sub- 
marines of that kind could be found available for delivery to France. If they 
could not, the French would have to fill up their quota from other enemy 
submarines. 

Sir Eyre Crowe accepted M. Leygues’ reservation. He did not feel quite 
sure that M. de Martino was entirely correct in saying that Italy occupied a 
position intermediate between that of France and England. He was of course 
not entirely familiar with the figures that had just been furnished but they 
seemed to show that in Italy new construction had been relatively greater and 
losses relatively less than in other countries, and he felt that from that point of 
view it was really England that was in the intermediate position. 

Mr. Polk felt that in this respect France occupied a unique situation. He 
would recommend the acceptance of the French proposal to his Government, 
but with respect to the proportions suggested for distribution of enemy sub- 
marines he would likewise have to refer the question to his Government. 
President Wilson when in France had taken a strong position with respect 
to total destruction of enemy submarines. 

M. Matsui said that he would make the same recommendation to his 
Government as did Mr. Polk. 

Admiral Gagni remarked that the French figures (Appendix G) did not 
give an exact idea of the situation as far as Italy was concerned. It was true 
that Italy had constructed submarines during the war but the majority of 
them were very small submarines for work in the northern Adriatic and could 
scarcely be used for any otlier purpose. The Italian Admiralty was quite 
ready to recognize the special situation of the French Navy to which it 
extended its sympathy. 

(Further discussion of this question was provisionally adjourned). 

3. M. Kammei^^er informed the Council that the Committee of New States 
Modification of had been unanimous in agreeing to expunge from the 
Roummiian Mhiorities preamble of the proposed Minorities Treaty with Rou- 
mania all reference to Roumanian independence (para- 
graphs 2 and 3 of the preamble to the proposed Minorities Treaty) The 
3 Cf. Vol. I, No. 29, minute 8 and note 14. 
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United States alone had not been in favour of expunging the last para- 
graph of the preamble and of eliminating all reference to the Treaty of 
Berlin. The majority felt that as the text in question favoured Roumania 
it might well be eliminated upon the request of Roumania, The United 
States Delegation had proposed to substitute for the last three lines, the 
following: ‘recognize that Roumania is definitely discharged from the obli- 
gations undertaken by article 44 of the Treaty of Berlin.’ As the other 
Delegations had not agreed to this the American Delegation had reserved its 
judgment giving as its reason the fact that no written observations had been 
received from the Roumanian Delegation which would show whether or not 
its request was well founded. Roumania had desired a clause inserted show- 
ing that the terms of the Treaty were finally agreed upon after consultation 
with the Roumanians. It had been unanimously decided that there was no 
objection to the insertion, as a new paragraph in the preamble, of the follow- 
ing clause : ‘And after discussion and agreement with the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers.’ The Committee had then discussed the request of the 
Roumanians for the suppression of articles 10 and ii granting special pro- 
tection to the Jews. The majority were in favour of the elimination of both 
articles; the American Delegation alone reserved judgment on this point, 
again stating that since the Roumanians had submitted no formal observa- 
tions the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should not be put in the 
position of prejudicing the question of the protection of the Jews as a result 
only of informal conversation with M. Antonescu — this question of the pro- 
tection of Jews having been insisted upon in the case of Poland. Since the 
majority of the Committee had been in favour of the suppression of these 
articles, and since it had been necessary to reach some conclusion which 
could be presented to the Supreme Council on the following day, it had been 
decided to present the views both of the majority and of the minority and to 
leave it to the Supreme Council to settle the question. On this understanding 
it had been proposed that the following paragraph should be inserted in the 
preamble as a new paragraph, the American Delegation accepting this pro- 
position only in case its view was overruled by the Supreme Council and the 
two Jewish clauses were eliminated : ‘Whereas Roumania has declared its 
intention of recognizing as Roumanian nationals ipso facto and without the 
requirement of any formality the Jews inhabiting all the territories of Rou- 
mania’. 

M, Glemengeau suggested tliat further discussion of this question be 
adjourned until the receipt of the Roumanian answer. Tlie nature of that 
answer might well change his opinion. 

Mr. Polk said that that was the point that he had always been trying to 
make. * 

M. Glemengeau said that he was ready to make concessions if the Rou- 
manian signature could certainly be obtained thereby but otherwise tlicrc 
was no point in making such concessions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was entirely of the President’s opinion provided the 
Roumanians gave proof immediately of deserving the concessions proposed. 


423 


It was decided: 

that further discussion on this subject he adjourned until the receipt of 
the answer to the last note sent by the Council to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. + 

4. M. Glemenceau informed the Council that the King of Roumania had 

addressed a letter to President Poincare. This letter was 
Letter from the certainly a most unfortunate one, and was evidently prepared 

Ring of Romiama . V-n r'-a-rn- T • 

under the influence of M. hratiano. It was in substance one 
long series of complaints. It appealed to President Poincare to intervene 
with the Supreme Council, and this could certainly not be tolerated. 

M. Berthelot read the letter from the King of Roumania to President 
Poincare. (See Appendix D.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that this constituted a good commentary on 
General Coanda’s activities. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had not yet seen President Poincare. He 
suggested that a joint answer be prepared by France, England and Italy. 
He understood that the letter had not been sent to President Wilson or to 
the Emperor of Japan. This constituted a most serious act of discourtesy. 

Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council that he had also had bad news 
from the British representative at Bucharest. M. Maniu^ had stated that the 
Roumanians did not intend to retire away from the Theiss prior to the 
signature of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary. He felt that the time had 
come to publish the last note of the Council to the Roumanian Government. 
Perfect ignorance still existed in Roumania with respect to the attitude of the 
Supreme Council. 

Mr. Polk agreed that the Roumanian press was full of misstatements 
relative to the attitude of the Allies. 

M. DE Martino agreed with M. Clemenceau’s suggestion as to a joint 
answer. He thought that it was a matter to be arranged between the Govern- 
ments concerned. 

It was decided: 

to publish in the morning press of Sunday, November 30tb, tbe text of 
the last note of the Supreme Council to the Roumanian Government."^ 

5. (The Council had before it the draft of an additional protocol to the 

Treaty concluded at Versailles between the Principal Allied 

Treaty regarding Associated Powers and Poland, June 28th, 1919 (see 
hastern Frontiers . ^ j j \ 

of Poland Appendix E).) _ 

M. Gambon in commenting upon this draft protocol pointed 
out that in the absence of a regularly constituted Russian Government it had 
hitherto seemed impossible to assign definite eastern frontiers to Poland. 
Nevertheless it had been recognized that in order to enable Poland to 
administer the territory occupied by her it was necessary to establislv at least 
See No. a I, appendix F and No. 23, minute 2. 
s President of the Directing Council of Transylvania and leader of the NaUonal Parly in 
Transylvania. 
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a provisional eastern frontier comprising territories which were indisputably 
Polish. By a decision of the Supreme Council (h.d. 6o)*^ the Drafting Com- 
mittee had been charged with examining the formulation of such an agree- 
ment and it had been unanimous in presenting the present protocol. The 
frontier line having already been laid down by the Council the labours of 
the Drafting Committee were limited to matters of form. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that in the first article the full and complete 
sovereignty of Poland was formally recognized by the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers. He wondered whether this did not constitute a final gift 
on the part of tlie Principal Allied and Associated Powers and whether it did 
not mean shutting the door to any future negotiations with Russia. 

M. Cambon explained that all the territories in question were incontestably 
Polish. When part of the Russian Empire they had been described as forming 
a part of the Kingdom of Poland. 

Mr. Polk said his only doubt was whether it were wise to give this recog- 
nition in so formal a way as by signing a protocol of this nature. He thought 
it possible that Poland might receive this communication in some other form. 

M. Laroche pointed out that the protocol only bound the signatories 
thereto. 

Mr. Polk said that nothing, however, could more formally bind the five 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that this question had come up previously and 
that it had been agreed that the Drafting Committee should determine the 
necessary formula.^ The Council would recall the famous declaration of 
Kerensky relative to all territories bona fide inhabited by Poles.’’ Further- 
more this was not in contradiction with the Council’s note to Admiral 
Koltchak. 

Mr. Polk observed that the Drafting Committee had been asked to find 
a formula for communicating to Poland the Council’s decision relative to 
Poland’s eastern frontiers. It seemed to him that this was more than a com- 
munication. He was prepared to cable his Government but under his present 
instructions he could not sign such a protocol. 

M. Gambon thought the question was covered by previous decisions of the 
Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked if it were necessary to retain the word ‘Polish’ in 
the first paragraph of Article r. He thought that if this word was omitted 
the substance would be retained and only a cause of irritation removed. 

Mr. Polk said that he would get instructions from his Government. 
(Further discussion on this question was adjourned until an early meet- 
ing of the Council.) 

Vol. I, No. 64 (minute 10). ■* 

’ On March ag. 1917, the Provisional Ru-ssian Government, of which hi. Kercn.';ky was a 
prominent member, had issued a manifesto to the Polish people declaring that the creation 
of an independent Polish state, consisting of ail territory where the Polish peojdc coristitritcd 
a majority of the population, was a guarantee of durable peace in the remodelled Europe of 
the future. M. Kerensky was a leading exponent of this policy of rcc<,)gni‘dc)n of Poli.sh. 
national aspirations. 



6. (The Council had before it two notes relative to the expenses occasioned 
by the maintenance of Russian prisoners of war and 
Russian prisoms of Germany (see Appendices F and G«).) 

General Weygand read and commented upon these 
two notes. He called attention to the unanimous conclusions of the Financial 
Sub-Commission (see page 6, Appendix F^). 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the Italian representative had made a 
reservation with respect to the expenses concerning refugees from Kiev 
(see page 2, Appendix and wished to associate himself with that reserva- 

tion. The German Government had stated that tlie Allied and Associated 
Powers had assumed the responsibility for the maintenance of these refugees, 
but no evidence had been adduced to show that the German Government was 
telling the truth. The Inter- Allied Commission at Berlin had apparently not 
gone into that question. He thought that it should be further examined and 
that the Commission at Berlin should be charged with the duty of verifying 
the truth of the statement of the German Government. 

General Weygand agreed. He had thought that as General Malcolm 
had presented the matter in that manner, the question had already been 
examined. He called attention to the proposed resolution contained in the 
second note (see Appendix G^) . It was his personal opinion that that point 
had already been settled by the Council’s decision of November nth.” 
General Malcolm might be informed to that effect, but certainly the German 
Government knew that already. A further question remained to be exam- 
ined. He had been informed that the expenses of the Commission at Berlin 
amounted to twenty thousand marks per month. He further pointed out that 
the Germans had said that their delegate would not be named until the 
Allies had indicated that they were willing to cooperate in the sense of 
assuming their share of the expenses. He thought that the Germans could 
now be notified that they were to assume all the expenses connected with the 
maintenance of those Russian prisoners and refugees. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether it was contemplated that the Allied 
and Associated Powers should pay the twenty thousand marks referred to or 
that the Germans should do so. 

General Weygand thought that the Allied and Associated Powers were 
to pay it. 

® Appendix G is not printed. In this brief undated note to the Supreme Council the 
members of the Special Commission in Paris entrusted with the question of the Russian 
prisoners of war in Germany unanimously requested that, in connexion with correspondence 
with the German Government arising out of the Supreme GounciFs decision of October 1 1, 
1919 (see Vol. I, No. 72, minute 4) the following two points be made in reply to German 
representations: hsj. The Allied and Associated Powers have decided to incur no more 
expenses for the Russian prisoners of war in Germany, except those necessary for the upkeep 
of their representative to the International Commission in Berlin; and. The International 
Commission in Berlin will be a control commission only.’ 

® Last paragraph of appendix F. 

Third paragraph of appendix F. 

” Apparently in error for October ii. See Vol. I, No. 72, minute 4, 

■ . . ■ . ^ 426 ■ 



Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the Allied and Associated Powers had 
washed their hands of these prisoners and refugees. It was not to their interest 
to maintain that Commission. If the Germans were told that they had to 
assume all the expenses they would wish to eliminate that Commission, and 
for his part, he was willing that this Commission be abolished. There could 
be no objection to having an officer on the spot exercise some control, but he 
considered the continuation of that Commission unnecessary. 

General Weygand thought that humanitarian, as well as political, 
reasons made it advisable that the Allied and Associated Powers should 
continue to interest themselves in the lot of these prisoners. He proposed to 
prepare a draft letter to General Malcolm. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the position of the United States was that it 
had no money for that Commission. As the United States Government had 
already contributed over half the expenses of this work in Germany, it con- 
sidered that it was in no way obligated to participate in the payment of out- 
standing indebtedness, nor was it directly interested in the method adopted 
for the payment of those outstanding bills. He thought that even if General 
Malcolm recommended it, his Government was in doubt as to whether any 
basis of right existed for creating or maintaining a Commission not provided 
for in the Treaty. His Government considered rather that this was a suitable 
time to withdraw. 

General Weygand agreed that the coming into force of the Treaty 
offered a good chance to withdraw if this were considered advisable; but the 
question was whether political considerations with respect to Russia would 
not render it expedient to continue this work. 

Mr. Polk observed that the Commission would be without power or 
money. They might take decisions, but would have no way of enforcing 
them. He thought that that meant putting the officers on that Commis- 
sion in a most difficult situation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the Germans should be told that they must 
meet the expenses of tlie Commission. The Germans would then refuse and 
the Commission would cease to exist. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that the Italian representative had made an 
additional reservation with respect to the basis of distribution of the expenses 
of maintenance of the Russian prisoners (see page 2, Appendix 
wished to maintain that reseiwation. 

M, Glemenceau suggested that the German Government be informed that 
it would have to meet all expenses until such time as the Treaty went into force. 

Mr. Polk said that he felt most strongly that after the Treaty came into 
force such a Commission had no place in Germany. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that it be decided that when the Treaty went 
into effect the Commission would cease to exist. 

M. DE Mapcfino agreed. 

Mr. Polk agreed also, but wished to put on record the remarks he had 

First paragrapli after the quotation in appendix F headed : Russian, Serbian and Eau- 
7nanian pristmers in Germany. 
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previously made as to the attitude of the American Delegation in view of the 
discussion which had taken place. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the International Commission at Berlin be charged with the duty 

of verifying the statement of the German Government that the 
Allied and Associated Powers had assumed the responsibility for 
inaintaining the refugees from Kiev; 

(2) that General Weygand prepare a draft letter to General Malcolm, for 

submission to the Council, taldng into account the views expressed 
at that meeting. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, November 2g, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 32 
Surrendered Enemy Submarines 
Summary of situation, November 28, igig. 

1. At a meeting of the Admirals on 27th June 1919, all except the French were 
in favour of the destruction of all surrendered enemy submarines. 

2. After the surrender of the submarines, it was agreed that a certain number 
should be broken up, but when fifty-four had been sold for breaking-up, it was 
agreed by the Supreme Council that no more should be broken up pending a 
decision on the whole question of the disposal of the enemy fleets. The proceeds 
of the fifty-four which have been broken up are being held in trust for the Allies 


in the same way as the submaiunes themselves. 

3. A certain number of submarines have been supplied to France, Italy, U.S. A,, 
Japan and Belgium for propaganda puiposes, viz. : 

Great Britain ....... 5 

France ........ 15 

Italy ........ 10 

U.S.A 6 

Japan 7 

Total . . . . . . . -43 

and Belgium has been loaned one for a few weeks. 

4. The present situation of enemy submarines including those for propaganda 
purposes is as follows 

Country Number 

Great Britain (49, and 54 sold for breaking up) .103 
France . . . . . . . . 46 

Italy fi 8 completed Austrian and 10 German) . 28 

U.S.A. . . . . . : . , .. . 6 

Japan . . . .... . 7 

Total . , . . . . . igo 

*3 See Vol. I, No. 21, appendix B. 
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5- The losses of the Allies in submarines during the war are as follows 


Country 

Number 

Approximate percentage of each 
natioEs submarine losses to total 
Allied losses in submarines 

Great Britain 

• 55 

70 

France 

. 14 

18 

Italy 

. 8 

10 

U.S.A. . 

I 

2 

Total 

. ^ 

100 


Appendix B to No. 32 
French Proposals concertiing Enemy Submarines 
All the submarines turned over by the enemy powers, with the exception of the 
small number indicated in Par. 3 below, shall be demolished under the super- 
vision of an Interallied Naval Commission. 

2nd The distribution of the submarines between the Allied and Associated 
Powers shall be operated proportionally to the losses suffered by them in sub- 
marines (percentage already established concerning the distribution of their 
motors already turned over by their owners) . 

Per cent. 


Great Britain . . - 70 

France . . . .18 

Italy . . . .10 

United States . . .2 


grd France, alone among all the Allied Navies as not having constructed sub- 
marines during the war, shall receive 10 German submarines in good condition 
as a compensation. 

Appendix G to No. 32 


.Number of Submarines hi Each JPaiy 



Existing 
in Iff 14 

Vessels entering service 

during the war j 

Lost 

Remaining at the 
end of the war 

England 

60 

1 

127 

55 

132 

America 

31 

60 

77 (in shipyards) 


167 

France 

45 

2 1 (of which the latest 

were finished in 1 9 1 2) 

G- 

52 

Italy 

^9 

51 ' 

10 

8 

72 


Appendix D TO No. 32 ^ 

BUCAREST, .November 24^ igig 
To : His Excellency, President of the French Republic. 

During the long trials undergone by my people and myself, the manifestations 
of friendship which I receNed from Your Excellency, as well as the words, never 
to be forgotten by Roumania, which you uttered at the opening of the Conference, 
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lead me to thinlt that it is not necessary to again set forth the nature of the 
Roumanian actions during the war, and to insist on the loyalty, devotion and 
efficacy of the assistance lent by Roumania to her great Allies, at the cost of the 
most bloody and heavy sacrifices. 

In spite of the fact that, from the beginning of the operations of the Conference, 
the Council of Four alone made all the decisions, Roumania, in order to prove her 
fidelity and solidarity, has, however, submitted to the stipulations which were 
decided upon, unknown to her and against her interests, until she was put in such 
a position that she could only sign at the cost of her dignity and independence. 
However, the Supreme Council which proved, and is still proving, such great 
magnanimity in the questions not yet settled, or the solution of which seems 
difficult to obtain, treats Roumania with a violence inconsistent with our friendly 
relations and the principles of justice. 

This policy of the Allied Governments, in contradiction with our actions and 
feelings, can but have the worst consequences on the role of order and peace which 
Roumania should have in this part of Europe. 

It is believed that I am creating difficulties, while I only defend a just cause, 
and the fact that my appeals are not listened to is indirectly favouring the danger 
which threatens every nation, for the encouragement given to the elements of 
disorder by the attitude of the Supreme Council has a tendency to lessen the 
authority of my Government, who are only guilty of defending the order, honour 
and independence of their country. 

However, it would be natural that the great Allies, whose responsibilities are in 
proportion with their power, support what represents the best guarantee of order 
against invading anarchy, as was recently proved in Hungary and on the Dniester. 

In the name of these principles, I deem it my duty to appeal to you in order to 
bring the Government of the Republic to a more friendly and just attitude 
toward us. 

I apply, for the same purpose, to His Majesty, the King of England, and His 
Majesty, the King of Italy. 

Ferdinand 

Appendix E to No. 32 

Additional Protocol to the Treaty Concluded at Versailles between the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers and Poland, June 28, igiQ. 

The United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan, 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, and Poland, 

Recognizing, by common agreement, that it is important as soon as possible to 
put a stop to the existing conditions of political uncertainty in which the Polish 
nation is placed and to make it possible for the Polish Government to proceed, 
according to the conditions previously provided by the Treaty with Poland of 
June 28, 1919, to organize a regular administration of the territories so far regarded 
as Polish, 

The undersigne-d duly authorized by their respective Governments have agreed 
to the following provisions. 

Article I. 

Without prejudging the provisions which must in the future define the eastern 
frontiers of Poland, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers hereby declare 
that they recognize the full and complete sovereignty of Poland over the Polish 
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teiiitories of the former Russian Empire situated to the West of the line described 
below. . . 

The rights that Poland may be able to establish over the territories situated to 
the East of the said line are expressly reserved. 

Article 2. 

The proportion and nature of the financial or other charges of the former 
Empire of Russia which Poland will have to bear by reason of the placing of the 
territories , of this former Empire under her sovereignty shall be fixed in conformity 
with the stipulations of Article 21 of the Treaty concluded with Poland on June 28, 
^ 9 =^ 9 - 

Future conventions shall regulate all other cjuestions which may arise from the 
recognition of the sovereignty of Poland over the territories described in Article i . 

Done at Pai'is, the i gig in a single copy which will remain deposited 

in the archives of the Government of the French Republic; and of which authenti- 
cated copies will be transmitted to each of the Signatory Powers. 

Appendix F to No. 32 
Note to the Supreme Council 

The Special Paris Gonnnission which is entrusted with the questions concerning 
the Russian prisoners of war in Germany examined the following points communi- 
cated by the Supreme Council: 

(ist) Reimbursement of the flour advanced by the German Government until 
August 23rd, 1919. 

(2nd) Liquidation of the liabilities of the Inter-Allied Commission, namely, 
400,000 marks. 

(3rd) Reimbursement to the German Government of the expenses incurred for 
the Kiev refugees. 

(4th) Employment of the Russian money which remained in the hands of 
the German Government (20 million roubles). 

According to the reports emanating from the International Commission in 
Berlin, the follo^ving obligations %vill be incumbent upon the Allied and Associated 
Governments : 

Due [tol the German Government'. 

marks 

For provisioning of the Kiev refugees . . - . , 2,000,000 

Value c.i.f. (?) German ports (?) 2,400 tons of wheat flour or of 2,700 
tons of rye flour, supplied to the Russian prisoners of war, and 
the reimbursement of which is requested in kind . . . 7,680,000 

Due [fo] the British Red Cross: 

Advances made by the British Red Cross, to be reimbursed in francs 

or in pounds sterling , . , . . . . . 400,000 

10,080,000 

There folUns'cd the description of tliis line as subsequently embodied in the declaration 
of December 8, 1919, relative to the provisional eastern frontiers of Poland, printed in 
British and Foreign State Papers (/f?/p), voL cxiij pp. 971-2; see No. 34, minute 7 and note 6. 
Thus in original. 
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After having examined the data given by the International Commission in 
Berlin, the Paris Commission expressed the opinion that the above account only 
deals with correct and legitimate expenses, and that the principle of their settle- 
ment can be admitted. The Italian Delegate, however, makes reservation with 
respect to the views of his Government concerning the provisioning of the Kiev 
refugees for two million marks, until an investigation has been conducted on the 
conditions under which the corresponding agreement was made. 

In the sharing of the liabilities in question, between the United States, Great 
Britain, France and Italy, the Commission took as a basis the following decision 
of the Supreme Council of supplies [«r], under date of February ist, 1919. 

Russian, Serbian and Roumanian prisoners in Germany 

‘The Council approves the decision made by the permanent committee in its 
meeting of January 28th. 

‘The French Government is entrusted, in the name of the four Associated 
Governments, with the provisioning of the Russian, Serbian and Roumanian 
prisoners in Germany. 

‘The distribution and the supervision of this provisioning in Germany will be 
exercised by the Inter-Allied Military Committee at Berlin, under the presidency 
of General Dupont, in co-operation with the Red Gross organizations of the various 
nations. The sums necessary will be temporarily advanced by France. The dis- 
tribution of the expenses between the four Associated Governments is to be 
ulteriorly regulated.’ 

This basis of distribution being admitted, with the reservation made by the 
Italian Delegate with respect to the approval of his Government, each Delegate 
gave the elements of the following account which totals the supplies so far fur- 
nished by their respective Governments. 

Amount Approximate value in marks^^ 

France . . . 1 1 ,000,000 Francs 28,710,000 

(roo mks. ~ 38-25 fcs) 

Great Britain . . 80,000,(000) pounds 

(i pound = 88-50 mks) 7,080,000 (obvious error) 
United States . . 2,500,800 dollars 

(i dollar = 20 mks) 50,016,000 

This amount comprises 1,727,800 dollars representing the supplies furnished 
by the American Red Gi'oss, by virtue of a special agreement with the Government 
of the United States. 

Italy . . . Account 

Total . . 85,806,000 

In order to determine the share of each of the four Powers and the total cost of 
the upkeep of the Russian prisoners of war, and of the Kiev refugees, it was decided 
that the present amount of the debt to be paid would be added to the cost of the 

If' Note in original: ‘The Commission, haying no data on the dates on which the supplies 
mentioned above were made, took as a basis, for the conversion into marks, the rate of 
exchange of August 25. Therefore, the above figures should be examined before being 
definitely admitted. In fact, each Delegate has expressly reserved for his Government the 
right to modify the total of the sums representing its contribution to the provisioning if, 
ulteriorly, other items of expense were to be comprised in it.’ 
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supplies previously furnished, and that this general total would be divided into 
four, the quotient representing the share of each Power: 

Present debt 10,080,000 

Amount of previous expenses .... 85,806,000 


Total 

Share of each of the four Powers : 


95,886,000 

23,971,500 [jrfc] marks 


From the above date [?data], it appears that France and the United States 
have given more than their share to this common operation of the Allies. On the 
other hand, Italy and Great Britain did not assume their share of the liabilities. 
Consequently, it is incumbent upon them to assume the present debt, according 
to the following distribution : 

Great Britain ..... 1,500,000 

Italy ....... 8,580,000 

10,080,000 


The Commission suggested that, in this distribution, the Government of Great 
Britain should assume, as a contribution to the total reimbursement to be effected, 
the 400,000 marks advanced by the British Red Cross; the balance of the English 
debt, and the total amount due by Italy shall, if the Supreme Council approves 
this proposal, and through the intermediary of the Reparations Commission, and 
under reserve of approval by the Italian Government, be applied to the credit of 
Germany, through the debit of the reparations account of Great Britain and Italy. 

The French and American Delegates declared that, if these proposals were 
adopted by the various Allied and Associated Governments, they think that their 
respective Governments, except in case their parliaments should not approve, 
would very likely not insist that the surplus of their share in this common operation 
be reimbursed to them. 

With respect to the proposal that a part of the twenty million roubles temporarily 
in the hands of the German Government should be used for the regulation of the 
pending accounts, the Commission is of the opinion that this sum should not be 
deducted in any way, on account of the important questions mixed up with the 
disposition of the funds in question. 

Concerning the request that the cereals supplied by Germany should be re- 
imbursed in kind, the Commission thinks that, as Germany did not comply with 
the demand made by the Supreme Council to withdraw the German troops from 
the Baltic provinces, it is neither advisable, nor necessary, at the present time, to 
effect a reimbursement in kind, but that sufficient satisfaction would be given to 
Germany, by crediting her with a sum representing the reparations account. The 
especial situation of the American Delegate is pointed out to the Supreme Council. 
In fact, he is instructed to make officially known that the American Governmeni; 
is obliged to refuse all financial assistance, which would aim to continue the pro- 
visioning of the Russian prisoners of war, or of the Kiev refugees, at present in 
Germany. That is why the American Delegate informed the Commission that it 
must be understood that no representative or agent of the Gttvernment of the 
United States has the authority to make any financial agreement in the name of his 
Government, with respect to the affair in question, and declared that the figures 
given in the present note, relative to the debts to be paid, reprasent the exact 
balance at present payable. 

The British, French, Italian and Japanese Delegates declared that, although 
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they have no instructions to make any official statement in the name of their 
Governments, however, they are of the opinion that their treasuries would con- 
sider the matter from the same point of view as the American treasury; conse- 
quently, the Commission asks that the International Commission in Berlin be 
informed that according to the decision of principle already made by the 
Supreme Council, it has no authority to make any financial agreement in the 
name of the Five Powers collectively. 

Therefore, if the above proposals are approved by the Supreme Council, the 
points submitted to the Special Commission in Paris would be settled as follows : 

The 400,000 marks due [to] the British Red Cross (Question No. 2) will be re- 
imbursed to the latter by the British Government; 

The flour advanced by the German Government (Question No. i) will be re- 
imbursed, not in kind, but in currency, that is to say, 7,680,000 marks; this 
amount will be added to the 2,000,000 marks due for the upkeep of the Kiev 
refugees (Question No. 3) and the payment of the sum of 9,680,000 marks would 
be effected by applying an equal sum to the credit of Germany, in the reparations 
account; 1,100,000 marks being charged to the English account and 8,580,000 
marks to the Italian account. The employment of the 200,000,000 Russian 
roubles retained by the German Government (Question No. 4) will be postponed 
until the settlement of similar questions of a larger extent. 

No. 33 

H. D. 103 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday^ 
December i, iQig^ at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon, F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, Sir 
George Clerk. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M\ 
Arnavon, M, de Percin. 

Italy: M, de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. : Capt. G. A. Gordon. British Empire : Gapt. 
Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: General Bliss, Admiral McGully, U.S.N., Mr. E. L. Dresel, 
Dr. J. B. Scott, Lieut.-Commander Koehler, U.S.N., Mr. A. Vv. 
Dulles, Captain H. Pierce, 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Captain Fuller, R.N., Lieut. - 
Colonel Black, Sir P. Loraine, Mr. E. H. Carr, Mr. H. W. Malkin. 

France: Marshal Foch, M. Gambon, General Weygand, General Le 
Rond, M. Laroche, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: General Gavallero, Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M, Van- 
nutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, Commander Fea. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu,'M. Nagaoka. 
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I . (The Council had before it a report from Sir George Clerk to the President 
of the Conference, dated November 29^5 1919 (see Ap- 
Sir George ClerFs^^ pendix A) . ) 

George Clerk summarized the report sent by him 
to the Council and brought out the following additional 
points. In his report he had mentioned the respective positions of M. Fried- 
rich and M. Huszar and had shown how difficult it was to obtain the colla- 
boration in the same Government of the leaders of the National Christian 
Party and the National Democratic and Jew leaders. Personal differences 
had furthermore added complications to party questions. Pie wished to 
draw the Council’s attention to the unique situation in the country occupied 
by Archduke Joseph. It was true that he was a Hapsburg but he had always 
lived in Budapest; he had formerly been Palatine of Hungary and he was 
considered a true Hungarian, Moreover, he had been opposed to the Haps- 
burgs at Vienna. Archduke Joseph had taken an important part in making 
M. Friedrich understand the real situation. Pie (Sir George Clerk) had like- 
wise pointed out in his report how greatly his mission had been helped by the 
position which the Allied and Associated Generals and Admiral Troubridge 
had acquired at Budapest. The Generals and the Admiral enjoyed in Plun- 
gary a reputation for impartiality which gave special weight to their opinions. 
In case the Council considered that the Mission of the Generals had now 
come to an end, and if it decided to recall them, it would be well to leave 
there some officers who had been on that Mission. It should not be forgotten 
that the Generals had collected a mass of documents, relating especially to 
the conditions under which the Roumanian requisitions were effected and to 
the requisitions themselves. These documents might be of great use in the 
future. In any event, he thought that if the Generals left Budapest the Allied 
and Associated Powers should replace them by High Commissioners and that 
some officers who had been on duty vdth that Mission should be placed under 
them. These Commissioners should be charged with the duty, and that would 
give tire Hungarians a high opinion of the Allies’ sense of justice, of establish- 
ing the events which had happened in the regions occupied by the troops of 
states bordering on Hungary. He had acquired the conviction at Budapest 
that the Hungarians were prepared to accede to the CoimciFs demand that 
peace be signed. But there were two points to which they seemed to attach 
great importance, and which they would like the Council to examine before 
the terms of the Ti'eaty were settled. In the first place, his attention had been 
called to the work accomplished by the hydrographic service of the old 
regime. If Hungary did not constitute a unit from the ethnographical point 
of view, it undoubtedly did constitute one fi'om geographical and economic 
points of view. The remarkable work accomplished througl¥)iit all Hungary 
by the hydrographic service had been carried out on a unique plan. It •was 
greatly to be feared that if tire maintenance of this work were left to the new 
states receirdng parts of former Hungarian territory the whole system would 
soon be broken down. He thought it important that a permanent regime be 
organized which should be charged with ensuring the upkeep and deveiop- 





ment of the work accomplished in that line by the former Government. The 
second question raised was as to the Presidency of the Hungarian Delegation 
which would be sent to conclude a Treaty of Peace. For the reasons indicated 
ill his report the Hungarians would like the Delegation to be headed by 
Count Apponyi who had played a great part in the recent negotiations. 
Unfortunately, however, Count Apponyi had a bad reputation in western 
Europe, and he himself was well aware of it. Nevertheless it was true that he 
and Count Andrassy were perhaps the only Hungarians possessing a true 
knowledge of the general European situation. If he were to accept the Presi- 
dency of the Hungarian Delegation, Apponyi would be obeying his sense of 
duty alone. Pie would be guided by no personal ambition. The economic 
situation of Hungary, like that of Austria, was desperate, unless the Allies 
could see their way to giving it financial aid. The territory which remained 
Hungarian could furnish no indispensable raw materials and the situation 
was ail the more serious since there was scarcely any more Hungarian rolling 
stock in existence. It was essential to send immediately to Hungary at least 
the material necessary for the reparation of locomotives and cars which still 
remained. Finally he did not wish to fail to point out to the Council that all 
Hungarian public opinion was extremely eager for the return of the Hun- 
garian and Austrian prisoners in Siberia, as to whose fate there was great 
anxiety. To sum up, he brought back from Budapest the impression that 
the Hungarians were inspired in general with a desire to collaborate with 
the Allies. They were beginning to realize the error they had committed, the 
responsibility for which, moreover, they were now placing on Austrian policy. 
They hoped that the Allies would help them and give them a chance to prove 
their good will, otherwise, following Austria, they would have to lean towards 
Germany. 

Mr. Polk asked Sir George Clerk if the Serbs were still occupying the 
Pecs mines. ^ 

Sir George Clerk answered that they were. 

Mr. Polk thought it important that the Council reach a decision in that 
matter, requesting the Serbs to retire. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the question had last been referred to the 
Commission on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Aflfairs. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the Commission be asked to submit a 
report the following day. 

Mr. Polk asked if Sir George Clerk had thought it necessary that General 
Bandholtz should remain at Budapest until the arrival of the civilian Allied 
High Commissioners or would it suffice to keep a field officer there who 
might not be a General? 

Sir George Qlerk said he only meant that it was necessary for someone 
to remain; he personally would recommend retaining at Budapest a field 
officer and several subaltern officers of each nation, so that the latter could be 
sent on missions throughout the country. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk had not indicated in his report 
^ Cf. No. 4, note 3. 
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what procedure he advised for entering into negotiations with Hungary. He 
wished to know whether it was possible to ask the Hungarian Government to 
send its representatives. 

Sir George Clerk replied that the Hungarians were ready and were 
awaiting the invitation of the Council. 

M. DE Martino observed that they could be asked to come immediately. 

M. Glemengeau said that it was merely necessary to send them a letter 
inviting them to come on a given date to a given place. Sir George Clerk had 
spoken a little while before of Count Apponyi. Personally he was not one of 
his admirers but it seemed to him very difficult to prevent his coming. The 
Council had never told enemy States how their Delegations should be com- 
posed and moreover he was not sure that any right existed to tell them to send 
such or such a person. 

Sir George Clerk observed that Count Apponyi did not wish to come 
if his presence would be distasteful to the Supreme Council. 

M. Glemengeau thought that the Flungarians were entitled to do what they 
thought best for their cause. 

M. Berthelot observed that Count Apponyi could be reproached with 
always having been a rabid Germanophile and an ardent advocate of the 
oppression of small nationalities; evidently these facts did not recommend 
him to the Council. 

M. Glemengeau replied that that was true, but that he did not feel sure 
of tlie tendencies of the other persons who might be sent. 

Mr. Polk thought that if Count Apponyi was allowed to come it would 
be the surest way of destroying his popularity in Plungary. 

M. DE Martino agreed with Sir George Clerk’s suggestion. 

Sir George Clerk remarked that, as M. Giemenceau had said, it was a 
question for the Hungarians to decide. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he saw some objections to Apponyi just as 
M. Berthelot had done, but after all he thought that this question concerned 
the Hungarians alone. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Council then had nothing to say to the 
Hungarians except that they should send their Delegation. In. the event of 
their consuldng Sir George Clerk as to the effect which might be produced if 
Count Apponyi or any other individual should head their Delegation he 
thought that Sir George Clerk should reply that he was not competent to 
answer. He asked what date should be set for summoning the Hungarians. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it was not necessary to specify a date. 

M. Glemengeau said that that was true and that it would suffice to ask 
them to come as soon as possible. 

M. Berthelot read a draft telegram to be sent to Hungary in clear over 
the American wire (see Appendix B). 

M. Glemengeau said that it was then agreed that the Hungarians should 
be asked to come to the Chateau de Madrid at Neuilly. He added that the 
Council thanked Sir George Clerk for his report and for the manner in which 
he had accomplished his Mission. 



Foch on the Military 
Situation in Germany 


Mr. Polk said that in view of the remarkable way in which Sir George 
Clerk had accomplished his Mission he thought the Council would doubtless 
see fit to formally put on record its especial thanks. 

(This was agreed to.) 

It was decided : 

to send to the Hwiigarian Government a telegram (see Appendix B) 
notifying it to send to Neuilly as soon as possible its representatives to 
receive the conditions of Peace. 

2. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch to the President 

of the Conference dated November 27th, 1919. (See 
Leltaftom Marshal Appendix C).) 

M. Glemengeau summarized Marshal Foch’s letter. 
General Weygand read a draft note which tlie Marshal 
proposed to send to the German Government. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objections to make, but that in view of the present 
attitude of the German Government, he wondered if it were wise to send it 
any more notes. He felt, however, that that was a question to be decided by 
the British and French Governments. 

M. Glemengeau admitted that the attitude of the German Government 
was not good, but felt that that was no reason why it should not be warned 
that the Council was not deceived as to what was going on. They could not 
do more for the moment but he felt that they should hot do less. 

Sir Eyre Crowe approved tlie draft note which had just been read. 

M. DE Martino also felt that it was fitting to recall the Germans to their 
duty. However, it should not be forgotten that the internal situation of 
Germany was a difficult one. There was a party which seized all pretexts 
for retarding the putting into force of the Treaty; care should be taken not to 
play into its hands. 

M. Glemengeau said that nothing was being done except to keep an 
account of German shortcomings with respect to the Armistice and the 
Treaty. He thought that such an account was necessary. 

It was decided; 

to adopt the draft note to the German Government prepared by Marshal 
Foch (see Appendix D). 

3. (The Council had before it a letter from Marshal Foch to the President 

of the Conference, dated November 28th, 1919 (see Ap- 

Relations between the T-jpriftlx FI I 
Esthonian Government 

and General Tudenitch MARSHAL FoGH read and commented upon that letter. 

He added that he had just received a telegram from 
General Yudenitch setting forth his difficulties and asking, in case it was not 
desired to let him remain in Esthonia, that he be transported elsewhere with 
his troops, for instance, to the territories under General Denikin’s coiitroL 
In view of the rapid march of events, he (Marshal Foch) thought that it 
would be well, without further delay, to inform the Esthonian Government 
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that General Niessel was directed by the Council to intervene in the matter 
and that from now on the Conference invited the Esthonian Government to 
hold in abeyance all measures relative to the disarmament of General 
Yuclenitch’s army. To sum up, he proposed : first, that General Niessel, as 
soon as he should have settled matters in Courland — which apparently would 
be on or about December 15th — should be sent to Esthonia to negotiate an 
agreement between the Esthonian Government and General Yudenitch; 
secondly, that in the meantime the Esthonian Government be invited by 
General Niessel’s representative on the spot to hold in abeyance ail hasty 
measures which it might take against General Yudenitch, until the Con- 
ference, which was considering the question, should intervene. 

Mr. Polk had no objections with respect to the second proposal. As to 
the first, he felt that he could not accept it without referring it to his Govern- 
ment, since it was tantamount to giving General Niessel a political mission, 
whereas it had formerly been stipulated that the General should not have 
any mission of that nature. 

Sir Eyre Crowe, although he had no personal objections to the proposed 
procedure, felt himself to be in a similar situation. He would have to refer 
the matter to his Government, which had formerly demanded tliat it be 
clearly understood that General Niessel’s Mission should have nothing to do 
with the Russian side of the Baltic problem.^ On the other hand, he thought 
that it would be well to ask the Esthonian Government immediately to hold 
in abeyance all hasty measures. 

M. DE Martino had no objections to the Marshal’s proposals. 

M. Matsui associated himself with the opinion expressed by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

M. Clemenceau stated that the Council was therefore agreed to approve 
in principle Marshal Foch’s second proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that that was so, but that it was to be clearly under- 
stood that the Esthonian Government would not be told that tlie Niessel 
Mission was to settle the question. 

It was decided: 

to request the Esthonian Government to hold in abeyance, until liirther 
notice, all hasty measures against General Yudenitch and his army, and to 
inform it that the Council had taken the question under consideration. 
(See Appendix E.) 

4. (The Council had before it a draft form of oigainzatlori of the inlci- 
Organizaiion of Inter- Allied Commissions of Control in Bulgaria, prepared by 
Allied Commissions of the military, naval and air representatives at Versailles, 
Control tn Bulgaria dated November 24th, 1919 (see Appendix F).'^) 

® Gf. No. 7, minute 3. ♦ 

^ Not printed. This draft form of organization fpliowed very closely, mntatis mutandis^ 
the model of the approved organization of tlie Inter-Allied Gommissions of Control for 
Austria: sec Vol. I, No. 72, appendix F. The more important differences between die 
organization for Bulgaria and that for Austria were: (i) The Military, Naval, and Acro- 
nnutical Commissions of Control for Bulgaria were to be respectively presided over by a 
French general, a French admiral or senior officer, and a British general or senior oificcr. 



(After a short discussion it was decided : 

to approve the draft form of organization of Inter- Allied Commissions 
of Control, provided for in Articles 94 to 100 of the Bulgarian Treaty of 
Peace, prepared by the military, naval and air representatives at Versailles 
(see Appendix F)^.) 

5. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation dated 
November 27th, 1919. (See Appendix G).) 

^Notem ZscaT said that a draft reply had been prepared 

Fhlv^LciLnt^ upon examination, in agreement with the legal 

experts, it had seemed that this draft did not exactly meet 
the situation. It had especially made no allusion to a phrase in the German 
note of September 3rd, which established the general responsibility of the 
German Government in that affair. He proposed that the Drafting Com- 
mittee be charged with preparing a new note, which, moreover, could be 
very brief. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the Drafting Committee could confer with 
the naval experts. 

It was decided: 

that the Drafting Committee, in agreement with the naval experts, 
should prepare and submit to the Council at its next meeting a draft note 
to the German Government in reply to the German note of November 27th, 
1919, concerning the Scapa Flow incident. 


6. (The Council had before it a note from the German Delegation, dated 
November 27th, 1919 (see Appendix H), and a draft 
Reply to the German reply to that note. (See Appendix I).) 
ofWaF' M. Clemenceau said that tlie Council had before it 

the draft reply which had been prepared, but before any 
discussion thereof he wished to make a preliminary statement. The French 
Government in no wise desired to hold the German prisoners, who required 
40,000 men to guard them, and whose presence was becoming objectionable 
to the inhabitants of the devastated regions. But he felt that it was not 
possible under existing circumstances to repatriate those prisoners in contra- 
vention of the terms of the Treaty. 


(ii) The first sentence of article lo, identical with that in the form of organization for 
Austria, was followed by an additional second sentence reading; ‘The amount of the 
allowances thus granted shall be revised every three months, consideration being taken of 
the economic conditions prevailing in Bulgaria.’ (iii) At the end of the second paragraph 
of article 10 of the draft for Bulgaria the phrase ‘by the President of the Military Inter- 
Allied Commission of Control’ was substituted for the phrase ‘by the Staff of General Diaz’ 
in the text for Austria, (iv) The subcommission of the Military Control Commission 
(sitting at Sofia) foT munitions, armaments, material, and fortifications was to be ‘repre- 
sented by Officers at Philippopolis, Jamboli, Varna, and other places which may be con- 
sidered necessary’; the sub commission for establishments, recruiting, and military training 
was to be similarly represented at Philippopolis, Plevna, and §umla (articles 14-15). 
(v) Article 16 of the draft for Bulgaria fixed the following proportions; France 6/ao, Great 
Britein 5/20, Italy 5/20, U.S.A. 3/20, Japan 1/20. (vi) Article 17 established a main Naval 
Control Commission with no subcommission. 
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Mr. Polk remarked that he had not had time to acquaint himself with the 
draft reply. He had no doubt that it would be satisfactory and he would send 
his reply to the Secretary General during the course of the afternoon. 

M. Glemengeau said that as soon as Mr. Polk’s acceptance was received 
he thought that it would be advantageous to publish the note. 

It was decided: 

to adopt the draft reply to the German note of November 27th, 1919, 
concerning prisoners of war and to publish it, with the reservation that 
Mr. Polk in the course of the afternoon would notify the Secretary General 
of the Conference of his decision. 

7. (The Council had before it a letter from General Tcherbatclieff to Marshal 
Letter from General dated November 17th, 1919 (see Appendix J), and 

Tcherbatcheff relative transmitted by a letter of Marshal Foch to the President of 
to Stocks of Russian the Conference. (See Appendix K).'^) 

Cartridges in Ger- GENERAL Weygand read and commented upon the letter 
of General Tcherbatcheff. He observed that the question 
was not a new one: General Dupont had formerly pointed out that the 
Germans to whom these cartridges had been sold were proceeding to destroy 
them. On November ist Marshal Foch had warned the German Govern- 
ment that it should not authorize the destruction of these cartridges. More- 
over, on November loth the Council had forbidden the manufacture in 
Germany of material destined for General Denikin’s army.s At the present 
moment, following upon that decision. General Tcherbatcheff was asking 
for authority to buy Russian cartridges from the individuals who were with- 
holding them. Marshal Foch thought it impossible to autJiorize the sale 
by Germans to Russians of material which, according to the terms of the 
Treaty, belonged to the latter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that what General Weygand had just said became 
true from the date of the entry into force of the Treaty. It should not be 
forgotten that that material had been ceded to Germany by virtue of the 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. That Treaty, it was true, was to be annulled by the 
Treaty of V ersailles, but it would only be annulled after the entrance into 
force of the latter. 

General Weygand replied that Sir Eyre Crowe was evidently right from 
a legal point of view, but it seemed to him difficult to authorize the Germans 
to sell material which in a week perhaps might become Russian property. 
Moreover, it was undoubtedly true that General Denikin needed ammuni- 
tion, but the assembling of that ammunition, dispersed in Germany, would 
be a long process; consequently, it could not prove an immediate help to 
General Denikin. By refusing General Tcherbatcheff’s request General 
Denikin would not be directly harmed. The day the Treaty came into force 
it would become the duty of tlie Military Commission of Control to recover 
this ammunition and give it the destination provided by the Treaty. 

f This short covering letter, dated November 21, 1919, is not printed. 

5 See No. 18, minute 5. 



M. Glemengeau said it was evident that if General Denikin did not 
immediately need those cartridges, his request might be refused. If, on the 
contrary, he needed them at once it seemed to him that a reply might be sent 
to General Tcherbatcheff saying that he was free to buy, but that he should 
also remember that as soon as the Treaty came into force those cartridges had 
to be delivered to him. He was afraid that a categorical refusal might be 
badly interpreted by General Denikin. 

Mr. Polk said that if there was any way of working out this matter it 
should be done. 

General Weygand said that it was therefore projDer to write General 
Tcherbatcheff showing him the difficulties raised by his request and giving 
him a free choice in the matter. 

It was decided: 

that Marshal Focii should inform General Tcherhatchefl' of the diffi- 
culties raised by his request, at the same time advising him that the Allied 
and Associated Governments did not oppose the purchase for the account 
of General Denikin from the Germans, who were withholding them, of 
Russian cartridges which General Denikin might urgently need. 

8. M. Gambon said tliat at the last meeting of the Council the American 

Delegate had made reservations relative to the draft protocol 
Determination of the submitted to the Council.^ He wished to point out that on 
Mand September 25th, the Council approved Report No. 6 of the 

Commission on Polish Affairs.^ That report contained a 
description of the eastern frontiers of Poland. He thought that it would be 
rather difficult for the Council to now reconsider the decision then taken. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that there was a slight misunderstanding. He had 
never objected to the decision of September 25th; he had merely asked if it 
was necessary to notify the Polish Government of that decision in the solemn 
form of a protocol. 

M. Gambon said that he believed, indeed, that a protocol was not necessary 
and that a decision of the Council would suffice. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that M. Gambon come to an agreement \vith 
the Drafting Committee and submit a draft to the Council at its next meeting. 
It was decided: 

that the Dj-afting Committee, in agreement with the Committee on 
Polish Affairs, should submit to the Council at its next meeting a draft 
form of notification to the Polish Government of the decisions of the 
Council concerning the eastern frontiers of Poland. 

9. (The Council liad before it a letter from M. PlamenatzS to the President 
of the Conference, dated November 26th, 1919. (See Appendix L) .) 

® See No. 3a, minute 5. 

’ See VoL I, No. 64, niinute 10. , 

® M. J. S. Plamenatz w^as Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs in the Monte- 
negrin Government in exile. 
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M. Berthelot thought that the best course would be to simply ignore the 

Mole fmn Mmtemgro letter which the Council had before it. 

relative lo the possible SiR Eyre Growe agreed. 

Signature of a Separate M. DE Martino agreed, but wished to know if the 
Peace with Germany, Council intended to take up the examination of the 
Austria and btdgana Montenegrin question which had to be settled some day. 

M. Glemengeau said that that was another question. If the Italian 
Government wished to bring up that problem it should make some proposal 
on the subject. 

It was decided: 

that no reply should he sent to the letter from M. Plameuatz threatening 
the Allied and Associated Powers with a separate peace between Monte- 
negro and Germany, Austria, and Bulgaria. 

10. Mr. Polk said that as the Drafting Committee was present, it might 
. perhaps give some information to the Council as to the points 

-unganun naty Hungarian Treaty upon which no decision had yet 

been reached. 

M. Fromageot replied that the Treaty was ready except the reparation 
and financial clauses as to which, in spite of repeated attempts, he had been 
unable to receive any definite reply from the Commissions concerned. More- 
over, his Committee had prepared Article 207, similar to Article 224 of the 
Austrian Treaty, but that article had still to be approved by the Council. 
Finally, pursuant to the task given it of preparing for the liungarian Treaty 
an article which would not prejudge the final solution of the Fiume problem, ^ 
his Committee had drafted an article which it was prepared to submit to the 
Council, and with reference to which the members of the Drafting Committee 
were in agreement on all save very minor points. 

M. Glemengeau thought that the Goimcil could consider all those 
questions at its next session. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Reparation Commission should be asked 
to present its report on the following day. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Council should examine at an early meeting the articles of the 

Hungarian Treaty on wliich no decision had yet been reached ; 

(2) that the competent Commissions which had not yet done so should 

immediately submit tbeir reports to the Caiuncil. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, December i, igig, 

^ See No. 27, minute 1. 





Appendix A to No. 33^“ 

29 November igig. 

Monsieur le President du Gonseil, 

In pursuance of the instructions of the Supreme Council I arrived in Budapest 
on October 23 last, in order to put before the Government of M. Friedrich the 
conditions under which the Supreme Council would be prepared to treat with the 
Hungarian Government. 

The main condition was that such a Government must include representatives 
of the different political parties in Hungary. It also must be such as to satisfy the 
Supreme Council that it was able to maintain law and order, to hold elections 
based on universal suffrage, in a free, impartial and democratic manner, and be 
prepared to send delegates to Paris to negotiate the peace with the Allies. 

It is unnecessary for me to give a long account of the tedious and difficult 
negotiations which were necessary before this result could be achieved, but it may 
be desirable to explain biiefly the reasons why the negotiations were long and 
difficult. 

Over four years of unsuccessful war, and the collapse of the whole administrative 
machine under the revolutionary Government of Michael Karolyi, followed by a 
communist regime, which again was immediately succeeded by the Roumanian 
occupation, had reduced the Hungarian spirit to a condition of apathy and de- 
pression which it required pressure from outside to rouse to action. On the other 
hand the Communist Regime, of which the most prominent leaders were Jews, 
and its association with certain members of the Social-Democratic Party, had pro- 
duced an inevitable reaction. Feeling throughout the country was excited to the 
highest pitch and very little would have led to an outburst of wild fanaticism. 
Moreover, M. Friedrich, the titular Minister-President, had become in the minds 
of the vast majority of the Hungarian people the symbol of this reaction against 
Jewish and Communist influence and anything that had the appearance of attack- 
ing or weakening his position was liable to be misinterpreted and to arouse an 
outburst of unreflecting, but none the less dangerous, chauvinism. 

Another element in the situation, which had to be taken seriously into account, 
was the attitude of M. Friedrich, as expressed in the course of an interview which 
I had with him immediately on my arrival in Budapest. M. Friedrich asserted that 
during the three months for which his Government retained office, the whole 
country had rallied almost unanimously to his banner; the different Christian 
parties had fused together into a solid block which stood behind him. Personally 
he was ready to do his best to meet the desires of the Entente, but he was no longer 
a free agent, as he had been when he assumed power, but merely the trusted spokes- 
man of the Christian National Block, He had already gone as far as possible in 
broadening the basis of his Government, but any attempt, even if made by himself, 
to introduce a Social-Democrat or a Jew, or any individual even remotely con- 
nected in the popular mind with the Communist regime was foredoomed to 
failure. His followers simply would not hear of it, and his action must be guided 
by their will. If amalgamation with the Extreme Left were contemplated, then he 
preferred to hand over the Government of the country to the Allied and Associated. 
Powers, failing which he would go into opposition to any Government which might 
take office, and the whole Christian National Block would follow him. Lastly: 
M. Friedrich sought to impress upon me the magnitude of the service which he had 
10 Excerpts from the following report are printed by F. Dedk, op. cit., pp. 53i'-8. 



rendered to the Entente by refusing repeated and tempting offers of direct 
negotiation with Roumania and hinted that any other Government but his was 
likely to succumb to them. 

It was, therefore, necessary to move carefully and to work so that the country 
gradually awoke to the fact that the wishes of the Entente were not directed against 
the feelings of the Hungarian people, but were solely intended that those sections 
of the Hungarian people who were classed together as enemies of the State should 
not suffer injustice when the elections came to be held. 

But it was immediately clear to me that nothing effective could be done so long 
as the dead-weight of the Roumanian occupation lay upon the country. One after 
the other, leading Elungarians of independent views, said the same thing to me — 
that it was useless to try to modify or reconstruct the Friedrich Government while 
the Roumanian occupation continued. To do so would inevitably involve dis- 
turbance and possibly worse, while, if a new Government resulted, which was in 
itself doubtful, that Goveimment would lose its authority in a day, once it were seen 
that the Roumanians still remained. Moreover, it was obviously impossible to hold 
proper elections in any district still occupied by foreign troops. I had, therefore, 
no hesitation from the outset in urging the earliest possible withdrawal of the 
Roumanian troops upon the Roumanian authorities in Budapest. It was true that 
this involved a certain risk. In the unoccupied provinces, and to some extent in 
Budapest itself, there was much wild talk about the fate in store for the Com- 
munists and Jews, and in the capital the Jewish and Social-Democratic sections 
of the people looked forward with great anxiety to the day when the Roumanians 
would leave and Horthy’s ‘White’ army come in. On the other hand the organiza- 
tion of the gendarmerie and the police was under the supervision of the Inter- 
Allied Mission of Generals, who were sufficiently confident of the behaviour of 
these forces to confirm my intention to take the risk. There remained Horthy’s 
army. Admiral Horthy came to see me at my request from his headquarters and 
in the course of a long conversation, I became convinced of his sincerity and 
patriotism, and above all of his complete recognition of the fact that it would be 
fatal for Hungary if disorders or abuses followed on the arrival of his troops in 
Budapest. 

In taking this decision, I realized that I was throwing away the best lever with 
which to secure the withdrawal of M. Friedrich, for I could have used the depar- 
ture of the Roumanians as a bargain and I could have easily brought about a 
change of Government. But I felt the gravest objections to putting the Roumanians 
in any way into a position which would enable them to say that their stay in 
Hungary was undertaken or prolonged at the request of the Allies. It would have 
been fatal to put the Allies under any obligation to Roumania. I, therefore, 
steadily pressed for their immediate evacuation. 

Meanwhile, as it became clearer that the Roumanians were really going, the 
attitude of M. Fiiedrich and his immediate supporters stiffened. More than once 
I received assurances that once the departure of the Roumanians was definite he 
would be prepared to meet the wishes of the Allies in every way, and resign his 
office. But with that departure there came an instantaneous clfange which, with 
the experience that I had acquired of M. Friedrich’s character and political tactics, 
caused me no surprise. There was now, according to M. Friedrich, no reason why 
he should not remain in office, as desired by practically the rwliole country, and 
although the Allies certainly wanted peace, Hungary could quite well get along 
without it. Fortunately there w-ere in Hungary people of wider political experience 





and M. Friedrich was gradually forced to see that he must make an attempt to 
meet the wishes of the Allies. I cannot say that the attempt was undertaken very 
whole-heartedly. It ended with an invitation to the actual party leaders, sent on 
by M. Friedrich without my knowledge, to meet at my house in a conference, 
which was so arranged as to lead inevitably to a deadlock. M. Friedrich would 
then have been able to turn to me and say that I myself was a witness of how his 
best efforts were useless and that the only chance for the country was to retain a 
Government which represented 8o or go per cent of the population. This Con- 
ference was to meet at 5 p.m. on Nov. i8th. To checkmate this manoeuvre, I 
invited about 40 of the leading Hungarians to meet me informally at 3 p.m. on the 
same day, in order that I might put before them the situation in Hungary as I saw 
it. The Friedrich Party came to this meeting with the definite decision that 
M. Friedrich must remain Minister-President, or the whole Christian National 
Block would go into opposition. I spoke very plainly, and at least made the Fried- 
rich party see that Hungary must have peace. I then left those present to discuss 
the position amongst themselves. The discussion lasted till late in the evening and 
swallowed up the proposed inter-party conference which M. Friedrich had called 
together. The position that evening was that Count Apponyi, nominated by the 
Extreme Left Social-Democratic Wing, was generally accepted by all parties 
outside the Christian National Block as the man who should form a Coalition 
Government corresponding to the wishes of the Allies. Even in the Christian 
National Block a large number of leading men were prepared to accept Count 
Apponyi, but the party as a whole insisted that if it was really impossible to keep 
M. Friedrich as their leader, the new Minister- President must at least come from 
the party. The Conference was resumed at my house next day and resulted in the 
agreement of all parties to accept M. Huszar, Minister of Education in the Fried- 
rich Government, as Minister-President, provided that he could form a Govern- 
ment of all parties which would be acceptable to the country and agreeable to the 
Allies. 

The hope and expectation of M. Friedrich and his immediate adherents was that 
the task would prove impossible, and would break M. Huszar’s political neck, for 
he was by far M. Friedrich’s most dangerous competitor for leadership. Flis rivals 
counted, soundly enough, on the fact that the Social-Democrats, who would have 
come in almost without terms under Count Apponyi, would exact so high a price 
from M. Fluszar that the Christian National Party would be bound to refuse to 
pay it. Moreover the five parties of the Left had formed themselves into a block 
and announced their intention of standing or falling as a whole. 

However, in the end M. Huszar succeeded, although his negotiations were 
almost ruined at the last moment. The Social Democrats insisted that the port- 
folio of Justice must be given to M. Barczy, a former Burgomaster of Budapest, 
a leader of the Liberal Democratic Party, and a representative of M. Vaszonyi, 
the Jewish leader, who had left the country. Such a nomination aroused a storm 
in the Christian National Block — ^indeed a week earlier it would have been un- 
thinkable — and the whole fabric threatened to collapse. M. Huszar came to me 
in despair and I h.t once gave him a letter congratulating him on his success in 
biinging all parties together, and especially on the appointment of a member of 
tire Democratic Party as Minister of Justice. No better guarantee could be given 
to the Allies of the genuine intentions of M. Huszar to meet their wishes. I added 
a warning to the Democratic Party that their integrity and impartiality would be 
measured in the eyes of the world by their administration of this high office, whose 


function it was to try those who had robbed and murdered in the times of the 
Communist Government. Armed wnth this letter M. Huszar brought his party to 
heel at once and was able to bring home to the parties of the Left the serious re- 
sponsibility that lay upon them to see that the Ministry of Justice was administered 
with absolute impartiality. Even this concession, however, did not completely 
satisfy the Social Democratic Party, which bluffed up to the last moment and only 
withdrew its exorbitant demands when informed by M. Huszar that I had set 
a time limit for the formation of the concentration Government. Both parties were 
likewise aware that I should not have hesitated to make it known both to the 
Supreme Council and to public opinion where the responsibility lay if the negotia- 
tions had broken down. 

M. Karl Huszar is still young, barely 40, I think, the son of very poor parents, 
and himself a village school teacher. He entered Hungarian political life as early 
as he could and has consistently upheld Democratic views and fought for the 
betterment of the working classes. His personal honesty is above suspicion and he 
enjoys respect among all political parties. He has great energy and force of 
character and is well fitted to lead Hungary through this troubled stage of its 
existence. 

I think I should also place on record the fact that the final assent of all Hun- 
garians to a Coalition Government was due more than anything else to the wisdom 
and influence of two men whose names would rather suggest reaction — Count 
Apponyi and Admiral Horthy. 

Count Apponyi, who had withdrawn altogether from the political arena and 
was living in retirement on his estate near Pressburg, came to Budapest at my 
request. His arrival was the signal for a remarkable demonstration in the whole 
tiungarian press, which voiced the general feeling which was noticeable every- 
where that, now that Count Apponyi had come, the solution would be found. By 
the irony of circumstances. Count Apponyi, who has never yet been Minister- 
President of Hungary, was proposed for this office on this occasion by his consistent 
and most bitter opponents, the Social-Democrats — a striking testimony to their 
belief in his honesty and patriotism — and rejected by the Christian National Block, 
of whose policy he had been the accepted life-long exponent. Working solely for 
what he believed to be the interests of his country. Count Apponyi banished all 
personal feeling and it was his influence used on every party that more than any- 
thing else enabled M. Huszar to amalgamate the various resisting elements. 

Admiral Horthy not only in every particular carried out the assurances that he 
gave me on the occasion of my first inteiwiew with him, but ever since his arrival 
with his troops in Budapest on the day the Roumanians left he showed himself the 
leader of an army which is really national and a servant of the State, and used his 
full influence, at the moment greater than that of any man in the country, to make 
all Hungarians see that the only possible course for Hungary is to meet the wishes 
of the Allies. The extraordinaiy smoothness and absence of disorder which marked 
the departure of the Roumanians and the entrance of the Hungarians was due 
very largely to the arrangements cai'efully worked out by the Inter- Allied Mission 
of Generals and Admiral Troubridge with Admiral Hortliy’s staff, but most of 
all to the complete hold which Admiral Horthy had over the forces under his 
command. 

Two days before the Roumanian departure some of the Social-Democratic and 
Jewish leaders came to me, to announce that they themselves intended to leave the 
city, as they would certainly be arrested when the ‘White’ troops came in, and 
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they told me that the feeling in the Jewish and working-class section of the popula- 
tion was one of the greatest anxiety. I pointed out that for them to go at such a 
moment would be a grave political error from their point of view; I said that I 
personally had the fullest confidence in Admiral Horthy’s sincerity and in his 
power over his troops and thus persuaded these gentlemen to remain, I myself 
spent the whole of the afternoon of the transitional period in the Jewish quarter 
and I cannot imagine anything more normal or more peaceful, or more evident of 
confidence. It is true that there were one or two arrests of prominent people, but 
these were carried out by subordinates without orders from, or the knowledge of, 
the Government; and, immediately on my representation, and in some cases 
before, the victims were released. 

The Government as now constituted is really representative of Hungarian 
opinion — in fact the left wing is proportionately more strongly represented in the 
Cabinet than its power in the country justifies — but the complete realisation of the 
necessity for peace and the preliminary necessity to meet the wishes of the Allies 
has made possible the fusion, temporary though it be, of political opposites, the 
thought of which six weeks ago would have aroused utter incredulity in the minds 
of nearly every Hungarian. 

I should like to testify to the extraordinary respect and attention which was paid 
to me personally by all the Hungarians, as well as by their Press. Even those who 
were hardest to convince and most profoundly disagreed with the object for which 
I was sent to Budapest, were agreed that my Mission served no personal end but 
was simply carrying out its duty as impartially as it could, and I received the most 
loyal assistance from nearly everyone. 

I am also much indebted to the support and assistance of Admiral Troubridge 
and of the Inter-Allied Mission of Generals. I not only have to thank them for their 
great and ready help in all personal and departmental difficulties, but also for the 
fact that their influence was directed throughout to support my mission and to 
convince the Hungarians that the Allies were completely in unison. 

But the real reason why my mission achieved its object was because the Plun- 
garians themselves wished it to do so. During the time I spent at Budapest I heard 
the views of Hungarians of every shade of opinion, stated, I must admit, with great 
moderation. They realise that though they can claim, with justice, to be a great 
and civilised race, they allowed their foreign policy to be controlled in another, 
and to them a foreign, capital, and largely by reason of that now find themselves 
deprived of large territories where, whatever their political behaviour towards 
their non-Magyar fellow nationals, they had built up a culture and a civilisation 
which, it is difficult to deny, stands far higher than that of the neighbouring States, 
whose conduct has been in many respects deplorable. 

They recognise, I think, the broad justice of the inclusion of peoples of one com- 
mon stock in one State, but they feel that the Allies have, inevitably perhaps but 
unfortunately for Hungary, only heard one side of the case and have, in doubt- 
ful instances, naturally given the benefit to those who fought on their side. More- 
over the Hungarians plead for consideration of geographical and economic, as well 
as of pui'ely national, factors. 

The Allies certainly intend to be as just to their late enemies as to themselves, 
and to see that the small States, aggrandised through the war, do not, by abuse 
and oppression, cause the world to feel that the result of the war has after all only 
been to substitute one unrighteous system for another and to sow the seeds of 
inevitable future conflicts. It is because my experience in Hungary makes me feel 
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that there is a serious danger of this occurring and being aggravated by a rupture 
of old economic ties and commercial relations, which affects the private citizen far 
more intimately than great political changes, that I venture to close my report with 
some observations on what is happening on the borders of Hungary and on the 
position of that country in general. 

It is impossible to see a higher civilisation hopelessly mishandled by those who 
are still learners in the art of Government, without some sympathy for the victims 
and without some compunction for one’s own share in what is happening. For 
instance, it seems unnecessary and uncivilised, and, I think, illegal, for the 
Roumanians to call for an oath of allegiance from university professors whose town 
and University have not yet been definitely handed over to them. But this is what 
the Roumanians did in the University of Kolosvar in May last. The professors very 
rightly said that they were still Hungarian subjects and could not consider them- 
selves released from their duties as such until the Peace Treaty had definitely 
allocated Kolosvar to Roumania. The Roumanian answ'er was to turn the pro- 
fessors out of their posts, out of their houses, and to force them to work as labourers, 
to keep body and soul together. One distinguished Professor of Geography, who 
has a world-wide reputation, was forced to hoe potatoes for a living and he gave 
his lectures to four pupils who hoed the rows on each side of him. He was then 
arrested, put in prison and made to clean the latrines. He was finally allowed to 
leave with his family in a cattle truck, but at the sacrifice of his personal possessions 
and of the fruits of his whole scientific life. 

Another distinguished professor, over 70 years of age and an invalid, was 
arrested on an unfounded charge of Bolshevism, beaten, and put in prison, where 
he still remains. 

Officers of the Hungarian army have been carried off in numbers for enquiry 
as to their behaviour during the Communist regime, and are confined in filthy 
barracks, doing manual work, under-fed, unpaid, with no clothes save those they 
have on, cut off from all outside communication. And so it goes on. 

It is difficult to believe that the cause of Roumania is helped by this sort of thing. 

In the territories occupied by the Sei'b-Croat-Slovene troops abuses of all sorts 
are committed and it is credibly reported that the country is being stripped bare 
where it is being evacuated. I have aheady reported the instance of the un- 
fortunate land-owner who was shot dead with his small child and whose wife was 
seriously injured, simply because they happened to live in a house the contents of 
which appealed to the covetousness of the Serbian soldiers. In justice to the 
Serbians it must be added that the complaints about such abuses are directed far 
less against the authorities and forces of the old kingdom than against the new and 
imperfectly disciplined levies from the Serb, Gi'oat and Slovene population of the 
absorbed territories. 

In the district in the occupation of the Czechs there is a home of the Archduke 
Joseph. It is true that he is an Archduke and a Habsburg, but he can not help 
either of these things, and he paid for this home 34 years ago out of his private funds 
and has spent the greater part of his life there. The Czechs continue to take away 
his private property in the house and are now proposing to sell by auction the 
wedding dress of his wife — a gift from the Empress Elizabeth whose wedding dress 
it had also been — and all her private family letters. The Church lands of the 
Archbishopric of Esztergom, now in Czecho-Slovakia, have been taken from the 
Hungarian ecclesiastical authorities, and the educational and humanitarian 
institutions which existed on the revenues of those properties have been ruined. 


n Gg 


449 



This form of ignoble persecution is unfortunately all too typical of the Allies 
whom we have made independent States. 

It is for these and similar reasons that I have urged that Inter-Aliied Com- 
missions should be sent to see what is really happening in these lands which may 
eventually fall definitely to the lot of Roumania, Serbia, or Gzecho-Slovakia, but are 
now suffering the fate of a village in debatable ground in Macedonia. It might be 
argued that the Allies cannot insist on sending a Commission into regions which 
have been definitely assigned to those countries, but I venture to observe that where 
there is evidence that the authorities of those countries are anticipating and abusing 
the rights which the final Treaty of Peace may give them, the Allies owe it to 
themselves to see that their good name is not brought into disrepute. The danger 
of this is, unfortunately, serious and growing. In fact in my humble opinion there 
should be a Central High Commission for all these countries with real powers of 
inspection, and full authority to check abuses and outrage. 

Hungary is dying for lack of coal and wood — the latter both for fuel and for pit 
props. About September 24th General Serbescu, on behalf of the Roumanian 
military authorities, made a formal agreement with the Hungarian Government 
whereby all locomotives and wagons that were taken from Hungary after 8 a.m. 
on September 26th were to be returned at once. The number of wagons still owing 
under this formal agreement is about 1 1,000. Budapest is faced with complete 
disaster unless it can get coal to run the trams, lighting, gas works, mills, hospitals, 
and municipal administration, and heating of all private houses. The Czecho- 
slovak Government have agreed to allow Hungary 60 wagons of coal a day, if 
Hungary will lend them 3,000 wagons for a year. The Hungarians have not got 
these wagons and asked the Roumanians to let them have 5,000 out of the 11,000 
which they admittedly owe. Nothing is done and there is no machinery which can 
effect the urgent and direct action which alone can save the situation. Again there 
is a definite agreement in operation between the Hungarian and Czecho-Slovak 
Governments by which the latter have undertaken the continuous supply of wood 
for fuel and pit props. Quite suddenly, without reason given, the Czecho-Slovaks 
have cut off the provision of this wood with the result that even the Budapest 
bakeries will have to cease work, owing to lack of fuel. Here again there is nobody 
that can enforce the maintenance of formal obligations. It would be easy to 
multiply instances of the selfish and callous policy pursued by these newly created 
States, but what I wish to bring out is that the final result will inevitably be that 
the Great Powers, not only for humanity, but in order to prevent a recurrence of 
chaos in Europe, will be obliged to provide remedies out of their own resources at 
an infinitely greater cost and when bitter experience has so driven home to those 
who have suffered the futility of trust and confidence in the Allies that no amount 
of eleventh hour charity will restore that political balance which can alone be a 
guarantee for the peace of Europe. 

Perhaps the best instance, and one where there is still time to act, of the desira- 
bility of strong Allied action lies in the duty of finding a successor to carry on the 
water control system of the Hungarian plain. A glance at the map will show that 
the whole of Hungary, ringed round by the Carpathians, is one geographical unit. 
The Hungarians have worked out a scientific, efficient, and elaborate control of 
their water-ways — their knowledge of this subject is probably the highest in 
Europe — but if each of the new States is to be left to follow its own sweet will in the 
territories which it has acquired, great economic harm will result, not only to the 
whole geographic system, but to the individual State. I venture to think that as 
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soon as possible some international body should be instituted which, basing itself 
on the labours of the Hungarian Government, should provide a permanent and 
impartial control of ail this water system, directed to the interests of all the 
countries concerned. 

In conclusion I venture to submit, on the direct experience that I have now 
been privileged to have of Hungary and to some extent of Austria, that any idea 
of immediate payments on account of reparation from those countries must be 
abandoned. On the contrary, if we are not to condemn millions of human beings 
to misery and starvation, if we are not to be responsible for a catastrophe almost 
as great, and in its ultimate consequences possibly even greater, than the war itself, 
so far from exacting reparation, we have to find funds to keep Austria and Hungai'y 
alive. I should be the last to deny that this can be exaggerated. There is a feeling 
of helplessness in both countries which leads them to expect everything and to feel 
incapable of doing anything for themselves. But their financial situation and 
their losses through the war are such that unless they get some measure of imme- 
diate help they will inevitably collapse into utter ruin and despair. It is one more 
instance of the creditors of a bankrupt having to decide whether they should cut 
their losses or take over control themselves and put in more money in order to 
recover, in time, what they have originally risked. 

Moreover, if the two countries feel that they have been able, through the help 
of the Allies, to avert the complete breakdown of their material and economic 
existence and to gain a foothold on the arduous path of reconstruction much will 
be done to diminish the likelihood of Austria seeHng union with Germany as her 
one remaining chance of salvation, and to strengthen the Hungarians in their 
resolve to abjure for ever the German connection against which they have fretted 
for so many generations and from which they hope that they have now been finally 
released. 

I can only say that both Austria and Hungary long for strict Allied control, so 
long as it is designed to help them to live, and that the neighbouring States, our 
present Allies, need firm supervision and guidance to make them fit to enjoy the 
inheritance which has fallen to them through our sacrifice and effort. 

I have the honour, etc. 

George R. Clerk. 


Appendix B to No. 33“^* 

December i, i^ig. 

General Bandholtz, Budapest. 

Rush. 

Please deliver following message, textually, from M. Ciemenceau, President of 
the Peace Conference, to Mr. Huszar, President of the Council of Ministers of 
Hungary. Quote. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, after information 
received from Sir George Clerk, its Delegate at Budapest, decided to imite the 
Plungarian Government to send Delegates to Neuilly (Chateau de Madrid) 
supplied with the necessary powers to conclude peace with the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. 

A text of the telegram in this appendix is printed in The Hungarian Peace Megoiiaiions 
(Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Budapest, 1921), voL i, p. vii. 



Consequently, the Hungarian Government is requested to despatch its delegates 
to Neuilly without further delay. G. Glemenceau. Unquote. 

Polk, Ammission. 
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Commander-In-Chief of the Allied Armies. 

General Staff. 5505. 

G.H.Q^., November igig. 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To; President Glemenceau. 

From information sent from Berlin by Generals Nollet and Dupont or collected 
in the neutral zone by General Degoutte, it appears that the military situation of 
Germany at the present time is as follows : 

Germany has organized two armies : 

(A) One comprising; 

The Reichswehr, about ...... 320,000 men 

The remnants of the former army, about . . . 80,000 „ 

The volunteer Corps, about ...... 30,000 „ 

Making a total of about ..... 430,000 men 

These formations are under the Minister of War. Their existence is admitted by 
the German Government which intimates that it will disband the remnants of the 
former army and the volunteer corps and gradually reduce the Reichswehr to the 
effectives provided for by the Peace Treaty. 

That is the official army. 

Besides this official army, there is also in preparation a veritable reserve con- 
stituted by the Zeitfreiwillige (voluntary time enlistments) of which a census is 
taken, who are subject to call and to military training, having their own arms and 
ammunition depots. 

These men are carefully recruited from among those having Monarchist or pan- 
German tendencies. Their effectives are rapidly increasing. To each formation of 
Reichswehr corresponds a Zeitfreiwillige formation. 

(B) The other, comprising : 

Permanent formations of from 600 to 1,200 men dis- 
tributed among the important localities. Recruited 
Police Detachments from among the former officers or non-commissioned 
(Sicherheitspolizei) officers who may pass in or out of the Reichswehr and 
who are provided with all the engines of war (guns, 
*• \ airplanes, machine guns, grenades). 

( A kind of national guard. A census is taken of the 
men; they are drilled periodically, and have their 
depots of arms and munitions. 

These formations, whose effectives are unknown, but continue to increase, are 
commanded and. administered by a staff composed of officers and non-commissioned 
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officers of the former army and having an organization similar to that of an army 
corps, division or regiment. 

They are under the orders of the Ministry of the Interior. 

That is the unofficial army, the dissimulated army. 

The German Government admits its existence but pretends that it is only a 
matter of measures taken for the maintenance of order. 

It may be clearly seen from the above that Germany has begun to form a 
military organization absolutely contrary to the military clauses of the Treaty. 
General Degoutte having pointed out to me the existence in neutral zone (Frank- 
fort, Hanau, Hamburg) of certain staffs and depots of arms and munitions not 
provided for by the clauses of the Armistice, I directed him to demand from the 
German Command the immediate withdrawal of these staffs or depots. But it is 
not possible before the coming into force of the Treaty to impose upon the German 
Government the suppression of the military organization which it is forming. 

However, it seems necessary to keep the Supreme Council informed of the 
situation above set forth and to advise the German Government that all the 
military provisions which it has taken, contrary to the clauses of the Treaty, must 
be I'evoked without delay upon the coming into force of the Treaty. 

F. Foch. 


Appendix D to No. 33 
Proposed Note to the German Government 

According to corroborative information received up to the present time, the 
German Government has been preparing and has realized considerable develop- 
ment in its military forces for some time back. 

Apart from the Reichswehr, it has organized permanent forces which are 
designated as Sicherheitspolizei and which have all the characteristics and value 
of chosen troops. 

These forces are commanded and administered by Staffs constituted from a 
military personnel. These formations, although attached to the Ministry of the 
Interior, have characteristics which deny their avowed purpose as police forces, 
and their development is in contradiction with Ai’ticle 162 of the Treaty. 

Furthermore, under the name of Zeitfreiwillige and Einwohnerwehr, Gei'many 
is forming a reserve force, subject to call and military drill, having at their disposi- 
tion munitions and arms depots. These organizations are contrary to the military 
clauses in general and, in particular, to Article 1 78 of the Treaty. 

The Allied and Associated Governments point out at this time that these 
provisions, adopted in contradiction with the spirit and terms of the Treaty, might 
be interpreted as an intention on the part of the German Government to not 
comply with the Treaty. Consequently, they invite the German Government to 
annul the above indicated measures at once or, in any event, that upon the entry 
into force of the Treaty: 

— all forces, so-called police, be carried in the effectives provided for by the 
Treaty, and in a constitution in conformity with their character of local or 
municipal police; 

— the staffi, aside from those provided for by the Treaty, be dissolved; 

— all reserve organizations be discontinued. 
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Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies. 

General Staff, 3rd Section. No. 5514. 

GENERAL HEADQUARTERS, November s8, ’ig. 

From: Marshal Foch. 

To: President of Council. 

According to reports from General Etievant, the Russian Northwest Army, after 
the failure of its attempt against Petrograd, was repulsed in direction of Esthonia. 
Youdenitch wants to reorganize it. 

But the Esthonian Government seems unwilling to receive it, and wants to 
disarm it, and enlist the volunteers in its own army and dissolve the rest. 

This situation requires an immediate solution, as it can cause conflicts between 
Russians and Esthonians at any moment. 

General Etievant suggests, to this end, that the Entente intervene in order that 
the Esthonian Government receive the Youdenitch Aimy on its territory, and 
respect its autonomy, so as to enable this army to reorganize and reinforce itself 
with the Russian elements of the Bermont Army, which General Niessel can send to 
it, to receive the war material intended for it and, thus, to be put in a position to 
resume its operations against the ‘Red’ army. 

These suggestions seem acceptable, for it seems that the Entente cannot permit the 
nucleus of the Youdenitch Army [? to] be disbanded, without renouncing its prin- 
ciple [rir] instrument in Northern Russia against the Bolshevists. 

But the measures to be taken can only be determined on the spot. They imply 
the conclusion of agreements with the Baltic States — in particular with Esthonia — 
which a representative of the Entente, only, can successfully negotiate, as a com- 
pensation for the assistance lent to these states to liberate them from the Bolshevists 
and the Germans. 

General Niessel, on account of his present situation, seems to be the light man to 
be entrusted with this mission, when he has regulated the evacuation of the German 
troops. 

It is sufficient to give him the necessary instructions. 

If you share this point of view, I have the honour to ask you to kindly submit to 
the Supreme Gouncil the following resolution : 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers, with a view to continuing, as far as 
possible, to help the anti-Bolshevist forces, at present under the orders of General 
Youdenitch, and to facilitate the reorganization of these forces, direct General 
Niessel to intervene, in their name, with the Esthonian Government and wdth 
General Youdenitch, to the end of bringing about and facilitating the conclusion 
of the necessary agreements for the establishment in Esthonia and the reorgani- 
zation of the Russian Northwest Armies,’ 

Fogh. 
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Appendix G to No. 33 
Document i 

President of the German Peace Delegation, 

No. 53. PARIS, November 2^, igig. 

From : Baron von Lersner. 

To : His Excellency, M. Glemenceau, 

I have the honour to forward to you herewith a memorandum from the German 
Government concerning the Scapa Flow affair. 

Please accept, etc, 

Baron von Lersner. 


Document 2 

Memorandum concerning the scuttling of the German Battleships at Scapa Flow 

In a note of November i, the Allied and Associated Governments made the 
establishment of the first Protocol of deposit of ratification and, consequently, the 
going into force of the Peace Treaty, dependent upon the signature of a special 
Protocol regulating the execution of the clauses of the Armistice not yet fulfilled by 
the Germans. They inclosed in their note a draft of Protocol containing the 
enumeration of the clauses of the Armistice, which they consider as not yet 
executed. As was already affirmed by Germany, in the conversation which 
incidentally took place on the subject, the German Government does not intend to 
oppose the establishment of such a Protocol, although it is bound to affirm with all 
its energy that if some conditions of the Armistice are not entirely executed, 
Germany is not responsible for it. The German Government also admits that the 
Protocol enumerates the obligations which remain to be fulfilled by Germany. 
Verbal negotiations will be necessary to specify to what extent the enumeration 
contained in the Protocol conforms to the truth and to settle the question of 
juridical consequences which would eventually result from the non-execution of 
the obligations which have not yet been fulfilled. On the other hand, in con- 
formity with the agreement made in the course of the conversation which took 
place on the subject, it is necessary to set forth, from now on, the point of view of 
the German Government on one of the questions contained in the Protocol and, 
in particular, on the question of the scuttling of the German battleships at Scapa 
Flow: in fact, it is considered on the German side that this question cannot be 
dealt with from the point of view of the non-execution of the clauses of the Armis- 
tice; therefore, a special discussion on this subject is necessary at first. 

In a note of June 25th the Allied and Associated Governments mentioned the 
scuttling of the German ships at Scapa Flow as a violation of Article [s] 23 and 31 of 
the Armistice, for which the German Government should be made responsible. At 
the same time, referring to Articles 40 and 41 of the Hague regulations on the laws 
of war on land, they reserve the right to require a reparation for the damage 
suffered by them. The German Government, in answer to this note, refrained 
from setting forth its juridical point of view, because the accurate information on 
this incident promised to the German Armistice Commission by the British 
See No. 10, appendices B and G. 
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Admiralty had not yet reached it, and because sufficient information was lacking 
on the accuracy of these facts. Consequently, the German reply of June 28 th was 
limited to establishing that the scuttling of the ships had been executed by Admiral 
von Reuter and by his subordinates unknown to all German civilian and military 
authorities. In its subsequent note of September 3rd, the German Government 
also abstained from judging the incident from a juridical point of view; this note, 
in fact, aimed to obtain the liberation of the crews of the ships held as prisoners of 
war. Now, the Allied and Associated Governments, again referring to Articles 23 
and 31 of the Armistice Convention, in reality, pretend to obtain a reparation for 
the damage, which is supposed to have been caused by the scuttling; they require 
that Germany comply with demands of an extraordinary importance. On account 
of these conditions, it is necessary to make the followdng remarks ; with regai'd to 
Article 3 1 of the Armistice Convention, the German Government thinks that this 
provision, which forbids the destruction of ships or material before the evacuation, 
delivery or restoration, does not cover the case considered. The note of November 
1st discovers in Article 23 of the Armistice Convention the obligation for Germany 
to maintain, in good condition, the ships conducted to the Allied ports, on the 
ground that these ships were destined to be subsequently surrendered. This 
interpretation of Article 23 cannot be admitted. The Armistice Convention con- 
tains no provision concerning the fate of the ships. The fact that the latter were 
preferably (or originally, in German : in erster Lime) to be held in neutral ports and 
that the German crews were to remain on board, rather proves that the fate of the 
ships was not intended to be regulated by the Armistice Convention. From the 
German point of view, the internment should not be considered as the preliminary 
of a definite surrender. The First Lord of the British Admiralty himself, Long, 
several times distinguished very plainly between internment and surrender, 
according to the meaning of this word in the Armistice Convention, Consequently, 
the German Government had fulfilled the obligations resulting from Article 23, 
since it had sent its ships to the Firth of Forth within a period of seven days. Thus, 
the aim of Article 22, which was to render impossible the resumption of hostilities 
by the German Navy during the Armistice, was attained. 

Therefore, in the opinion of the German Government, the question of the 
interpretation of Article 3123 [w] of the Armistice Convention, as well as the 
questions as to whether the scuttling of the ships is in contradiction with any 
stipulation of the Armistice Convention, does not need to be discussed. Similarly, 
the German Government is of the opinion that the point is not whether the scuttling 
caused a damage, or not, to the Allied and Associated Powers. The decisive 
element in the appreciation of this incident is the fact that the scuttling of the 
ships must not be put down to the attitude of the German Government but to the 
attitude of the Allied and Associated Governments. In fact, in contradiction with 
the provisions of Article 23 of the Armistice Convention, the Allied and Associated 
Governments interned the German battleships not in a neutral port but in an 
enemy port. According to the inquiries made on the German side, they did not 
even try to intern the said ships in the neutral ports which were qualified to be 
chosen, in particular in Dutch or Scandinavian ports. During the negotiations for 
the prolongation of the Armistice, at Treves, on January 15, the Germans already 
protested against this fact. This protest, although several times repeated, remained 
without an answer. But, as the internment took place in a British Port, the Allied 
and Associated Governments should have at least organized it in such a way as to 
correspond to the internment in a neutral port. Instead of that, the crews, in spite 
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of reiterated protests, wei’e treated like prisoners of war. Wireless relations with 
their country were forbidden them; they were even forbidden to use, although 
they requested it, their wireless receiver, in order to listen to the radiograms of the 
press ; they only received mail once a week. Censure was so strict that three weeks, 
at least, elapsed before news could reach them. At the time of the scuttling, the 
last mail steamer had arrived a week previous; the mail B 98 only arrived [after 
the scuttling]. Now, the interruption of relations between the crews and their 
country resulted in that, in those unfortunate days, Admiral von Reuter was led to 
suppose that the Armistice expired on June 2 1 st at 1 2 .00. The details of the facts were 
already set forth in the German note of September 3rd, according to authentic decla- 
rations of the Admiral which reached Germany on that date. According to the terms 
of these declarations, the supposition made by the Admiral was caused by the news 
published by the English papei's, to which he had recourse for his information. A 
copy will be found in the Annex of the news published in the Times of June i6th 
and 1 7th ; the first of these advices reached Admiral von Reuter the day before the 
scuttling, the second reached him on the day of the scuttling itself. It appears from, 
these facts that the Admiral did not know that the remittance of the ultimatum of 
the Allied and Associated Powers had been delayed from June i6th, 12.00 o’clock, 
to June 1 6th, 7.00 p.m. Therefore, it is established that Admiral von Reuter, 
during the stay of his ships at Scapa Flow, was beyond the jurisdiction of the 
German Government; for this reason, any responsibility of the German Govern- 
ment for the actions of the Admiral is, at first sight, out of the question. The 
responsibility of the State for the action of its agents implies, in fact, that the said 
agents obey the orders of the State. The Fatherland is not responsible for the 
orders given by a military chief, prisoner of war, neither towards the State in 
which he is residing, nor towards any third person. On the other hand, it is 
ascertained that the treatment inflicted upon the Admiral by the British authorities 
and, particularly, the interruption of the communications between him and the 
Fatherland (as circumstances which ought to be considered as the real cause of the 
scuttling) wei'e contrary to the stipulations of the Ai’mistice Convention. A State is 
not qualified to ask another State for a reparation for a damage due to the violation 
of a Treaty by the applicant State, and which the other State was not in the 
position to prevent, for the very reason that the Treaty had been violated. 

Therefore, as such an agreement would not be justified, the German Govern- 
ment is obliged to refuse to agree in any way to execute obligations which might be 
imposed on it on account of the scuttling of the German battleships. However, in 
case the Allied and Associated Governments should not admit this point of view, 
and in order not to delay by a debate of this kind the going into force of the Treaty, 
which it also earnestly desires, the German Government proposes to submit this 
affair to the permanent Court of Arbitration at the Hague. The Court of Arbi- 
tration should decide first, whether the German Government is responsible for 
the scuttling of the ships; in case this question 'should be affirmatively settled, the 
Court of Arbitration would have to appraise the damage which resulted to the 
Allied and Associated Powers from the scuttling itself, and to say how Germany 
can repair it. 

Not included in original of this appendix. 



Appendix H to No. 33 

President of the German Peace Delegation. 

No. 54. PARIS, November 27, igiQ. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 

To: President Glemenceau. 

Replying to your note dated November 1 5, which reached me on November 2 1 , re- 
lative to the repatriation of the German war prisoners in France, 1 have the honour, 
by order of my Government, to communicate the following to your Excellency : 

(ist) The French Government affirms that it has never promised anything 
further than the execution of the clauses of the Peace Treaty. 

Doubtless the French Government has forgotten the official declaration which 
was published by the Havas Agency on August 29, 1919. That declaration was 
drawn up as follows 

‘With a view to diminishing the sufferings, caused by the war, as rapidly as 
possible, the Allied and Associated Powers have decided to ignore the ratification 
date of the Peace Treaty with Germany when treating the repatriation of German 
prisoners. 

‘The repatriation operations will commence immediately, and will be conducted 
under the auspices of an Interallied Commission, to which will be added a German 
representative upon the entry into force of the Treaty. The Allied and Associated 
Powers desire it to be fully understood that the continuation of this policy of 
favour, offering such great advantages to the German soldiers, will depend upon 
the accomplishment, by the German Government and the German people, of all 
the obligations incumbent upon them.’ 

[? (and) ] The French Government does not affirm that this promise was withdrawn 
because the German Government and the German people have not accomplished 
the obligations incumbent upon them. Such a withdrawal should at least have 
been communicated to the German Government. 

The French Government simply denies having made any promise whatever. 
This contradictory attitude is the more incomprehensible in that the statement of 
August 29 was not a spontaneous concession made from reasons of humanity, but 
more the counterpart of concessions to which the French Government had in- 
fluenced the German Government by promising a favourable attitude in treating 
the question of the prisoners of war. 

The questions at issue at that time were, on one hand, the delivery of coal, and 
on the other, the case of Sgt. Mannheim:^® 

(ist) At the time of the Paris negotiations concerning the deliveries of coal to 
France, a statement was made to the German representative on August 22, intima- 
ting that Germany could not expect the fulfilment of her desires in the question of 
war prisoners except upon the commencement of coal deliveries : on the contrary, 
as soon as deliveries of coal would have been commenced the Entente would accord 
a generous treatment of the question ; 

(2nd) Relative^to the case of Sgt. Mannheim, the German Government had 
refused to pay the fine of about a million francs imposed upon the city of Berlin 

Gf. Vol. I, No. 45, minute 2, 

“ On July IX, 1919, Sgt. Mannheim of the French Army had been attacked and killed 
in the streets of Berlin. The French Government demanded exemplary reparation for this 
incident, 
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under threat of military penalties. From an authorized French source the German 
Government was informed that the question might be settled in a friendly manner : 
in that case, Marshal Foch would use his influence to effect as prompt a repatria- 
tion as possible of the German war prisoners. 

At Paris, as well, the Mannheim case was at the same time treated in conjunction 
with the war prisoners question. When, on August 26th, the German representa- 
tive, after having promised an immediate commencement of coal deliveries, 
expressed a desire to base the early repatriation of the war prisoners upon the 
promise which had been made during negotiations, satisfactory assurances were 
given him, and it was added that the President of the Council, M. Giemenceau, 
would write to him on this matter within a short time. But, at the same time, the 
French representative requested an intervention for the payment of the fine of a 
million francs imposed concerning the Mannheim case, stating that the settlement 
of that matter was an important item with the President of the Council. 

At that time it was agreed in Berlin to place one million francs at the disposal of 
the French Government for the Red Gross, in order that, within one week after the 
payment of this sum, the Commission, provided for by Article 2 15 of the Peace 
Treaty to regulate the repatriation of war prisoners, might convene, and that 
proper announcement might be made by the Havas Agency. 

As the installation of the Commission progressed slowly, and as the German repre- 
sentatives in Paris insisted upon the keeping of the promise, he [iir] was informed, 
on September 28, that the war prisoner question had been regulated : henceforth 
transportations destined for Germany were to continue without interruption. In 
the first place, all the prisoners detained in England would be repatriated, then 
those in America, and lastly those who were detained in France. In the opinion of 
the President of the Council, M. Giemenceau, the Franco-German negotiations 
concerning these transportations were useless. 

The French Government, therefore, cannot deny that Germany, several months 
ago, by agreeing to important sacrifices, obtained a formal promise that the 
repatriation of the war prisoners w^ould not be delayed until a time fixed by the 
Peace Treaty, and that, on the contrary, this repatriation w'-ould begin wdthout delay. 

In the Government’s note dated November 15th, not only is the obligation of the 
French Government to repatriate the war prisoners without delay contested, but the 
note exposes in detail the reasons for which the French Government is not inclined 
to willingly commence this repatriation before the entry into force of the Treaty. 

This expose contains a list of all the gidevances that the French Government 
formulates against the German Government, and it is on these prisoners of war 
that the French Government causes these grievances to fall. In contradiction with 
the principles of generosity and humanity continually affirmed by the French 
Government, it is the innocent who are forced to pay for the pretended discre- 
pancies of the German Government j as it is the innocent who are retained as 
hostages in order that the desire of the French Government may receive satisfaction. 

Such a policy should be the more severely condemned in that the information 
claiming that the German prisoners in France are tvell treated from both a 
material and moral point of view is unfortunately far from the truth. As in the 
past, they are submitted to the laws of war, applied with a pitiless severity. In 
many respects their clothing and nourishment are insufficient for the cold season, 
and the w'ar prisoners ai'e, in majority, still cut off* from all communication with 
the mother country. 

On account of the situation so clearly established by the promise of the French 
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Government, it appears superfluous to insist further concerning that part of the 
note. However, in order to dissipate any false impression, the German Govern- 
ment considers it proper to proffer the following remarks : 

(ist) The German Government did not refuse, as the note inclines to establish, 
to comply with the consequences involving from the fact that it affixed its signature 
to the Peace Treaty, which provides for the delivery of persons accused of having 
violated the laws of war. Fully recognizing the obligation resulting from the Treaty, 
the German Government called attention rather to the difficulties which oppose the 
execution of these clauses and, without submitting a formal proposal, requested the 
Allied and Associated Goveimments to study on their side how it would be pos- 
sible to reach, by some other means, the end which they are pursuing. More- 
over, the German Government made this effort before the note of the Allied and 
Associated Governments of the month of November had been received by it. 

(2nd) The note asks what the inhabitants of the devastated regions might think 
if the prisoners of war who are employed in the much needed cleaning up opera- 
tions cease their labours befoi'e the period fixed by the Peace Treaty and are 
authorized to leave France. 

The German Government does not believe that it can reply to that question in 
the sense intimated by the note. On the contrary, it is convinced that the French 
population has a great deal of sympathy for the war prisoners and, despite their 
own sufferings, would prefer to see the prisoners recover their liberty, rather than 
see them atone for acts for which they are in no wise responsible by performing 
the labour of slaves. 

(3rd) From an authorized French source, it has been solemnly affirmed several 
times since July 1 1 that the question of war prisoners was not to be confounded 
with the question of restoring the devastated regions. If no definite agreement has 
yet been reached upon the employment of German civil manual labour, the 
German Government is not responsible for it. Upon the signing of the Peace 
Treaty, the German Government declared itself ready to furnish German manual 
labour for reconstruction operations, and in the course of the negotiations which 
were carried on on this subject it made careful proposals concerning the employ- 
ment of this manual labour. At the same time, in the interior of Germany the 
preparations which had commenced before the signing of the Treaty regarding the 
sending of this manual labour were pushed with the greatest celerity. The French 
Government was fully aware of all this. The German Government regrets that, 
despite its repeated requests, it has not yet been possible to have the French 
Government make a definite statement concerning the German proposals, and to 
designate the sectors in which the reconstruction operations are to be accomplished 
by German workmen. 

(4th) It is impossible to understand the repi'oach made toward the German 
Government pretending that it refused to take the necessary temporary measures 
to facilitate the execution of the Peace Conditions in Schleswig and Upper Silesia, 
The preparations for executing the stipulations of the Treaty in the Schles^vig 
plebiscite zone were fully facilitated by the German Government. Studied 
negotiations took place between the Government and the International Com- 
mission, which, during the plebiscite, is to take over the administration of the 
territory. In the course of these negoti^ations an agreement was reached on ail 
essential points. Representatives of the Commission are already functioning, with 
the approval of the German Government, in the plebiscite zone. 

I* See Vol. I, No. 25, appendix A. 



Concerning Upper Silesia, the German Government declares itself ready to 
comply with the desire expressed by the Allied and Associated Governments 
relative to the despatch of a Military Inquiry Commission. It is also well known 
that, according to the observations made by that Commission, the responsibility 
for the troubles which occurred in the month of August and, consequently, the 
responsibility for the sufferings endured by the population as a result, are in no 
wise incumbent on the German Government. 

(5th) The German Government rejects the accusation of having systematically 
delayed the execution of the clauses of the Armistice Convention. Germany has 
done everything in her power to fulfil the extremely heavy obligations imposed 
by that Convention. The German Government, furthermore, has no intention of 
discussing the numerous violations of Armistice, the numerous and serious abuses, 
as well as the excesses by which its adversaries violated the said convention, at 
this time. The Government knows that at this time its voice would be unheeded. 
A time will come, more equitable, when it will be known which of the two parties 
has the greatest right to raise complaint. 

(6th) Concerning the scuttling of the warships at Scapa Flow, that question 
will be treated in detail in another document. 

The question of the evacuation of the Baltic provinces is, furthermore, not open 
to discussion at this time since it has been submitted to examination by an Inter- 
allied Commission presided over by General Neissel, the results of which examina- 
tion are being awaited. 

(7th) Concerning the reproach addressed to Germany in the note ‘of having 
retained an equivocal article in the Constitution up to the present time,’ a question 
which was settled long ago, and concerning which the German Government com- 
plied with all the claims of the Allied and Associated Governments, is again presented. 

(8th) Finally, the note affirms that the German Government pursues a tireless 
propaganda, backed by important resources, against the Allies throughout the 
entire woiid. 

The German Government can only express its astonishment that such absurd 
falsehoods find credence and are considered as worthy of chronicle in an official 
document. The German Government hopes that the Allied and Associated 
Governments will not allow their attention to be detracted by this from the 
question of war prisoners, which is becoming daily more serious and urgent, and 
concerning which Germany believes she is entitled to the sympathy of all civilized 
peoples. 

Accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 

Appendix I to No. 33 
J^ote from Supreme Council to German Delegation 

VAms, December I ^ igig. 

To : Baron von Lersner. 

On November 27th last, you addressed a letter to me relative to German 
prisoners of war, which contained a series of statements whose incisive tone cannot 
mask their inaccuracy. 

In a general way, in the prisoner of war question, Germany had but one right 
formulated by the Peace Treaty which she has signed: repatriation to begin on 
the day of the coming into force of the Treaty following the definite exchange of 
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ratifications. Any modification of these stipulations, which are law for the parties, 
is a favour. The statement that the prisoners are innocent persons without re- 
sponsibility in the war does not bear examination. 

Your note states that the French Government has taken in the first place, on 
August 29th, 1919, and later, either on the delivery of coal by Germany or the 
payment of a million to the Red Gross as expiation for the assassination of Sergeant 
Mannheim at Berlin, definite obligations for the anticipated repatriation of 
German prisoners of war. This triple statement is absolutely without foundation. 
The French Government has never assumed any obligation in the matter which 
was within the jurisdiction of all the Allies. 

The declaration of August 29 which, for reasons of humanity and not as a 
counterpart of concessions made by the Germans, announced the decision of the 
Allies to anticipate the date of the coming into force of the Peace Treaty as regards 
the repatriation of prisoners, is posterior to conversations relative to coal and 
Sergeant Mannheim. This declaration is not made between the French Govern- 
ment and the German Government under the form of a promise resulting from a 
negotiation. It is a humanitarian declaration by all the Allies relative to all 
German prisoners captured by them. The declaration reads : ist: — the immediate 
commencement of repatriation; 2nd: — the possible interruption of this benevolent 
policy in case the German Government and people did not fulfil all the obligations 
incumbent upon them by the Armistice, which binds them until the definite 
ratification of the Treaty. 

In conformity with this unilateral decision of the Allies, repatriation imme- 
diately began and continued for several months by the return of German prisoners 
from England, America and Belgium. 

Again in conformity with the declaration of August 29th, the repatriation of 
prisoners has been susjd ended because of violations, non-execution and incomplete 
execution of the Armistice clauses by the German Government. 

The promise and the threat, freely made by the ensemble of the Allies, has thus 
strictly been executed. In the note of November i, the German Government was 
advised of its non-execution of obligations assumed by the Armistice of November 
II, 1918, one year previously. It was advised of the measures and penalties provided 
for assuring the integral execution of the Armistice clauses not renewed in the 
Peace Treaty. 

The French Government follows no policy based on the non-repatriation of 
prisoners of war, and does not make use of it as a means of pressure. It adheres 
to the Articles of the Treaty and if the benevolent measure inaugurated August 
last has not been followed to the end, it is solely because of the non-execution by 
the German Government of its own obligations. 

The responsibility of Germany for the delay in the return of German prisoners 
is directly engaged in the most precise manner by the fact that she has not yet 
replied to the note of the Allies under date of November i, and that after having- 
sent her Commissioners to Paris to arrange for the functioning of Commissions on 
the Execution of the Treaty, she sent them back to Berlin two days after their 
arrival, although'" the date and the conditions for the examination of questions 
asked had been fixed in accord with her delegates. 

It is the German Government which is seeking to make use of the prisoner of war 
question to excite German public opinion against the Allies, and especially against 
France; the proof may be seen in the fact that the Conference, determined that the 
ratification and the coming into force of the Peace Treaty should take place on 
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December ist, fixing thereby the date for the early return of the prisoners,- instead 
of agreeing to the last negotiations under consideration, the German Government 
has taken a dilatory attitude and begun a discussion in an unjustifiable tone rela- 
tive to the repatriation of prisoners, whose return at the end of last month, that is 
to say, a few days later depended on itself. The dilatory character of such a pro- 
ceeding and the delay in the ratification, caused by Germany, makes her entirely 
responsible for the upkeep of her prisoners in France where, moreover, they have 
been treated not only in a humane way, but also with kindness. 

Without going into detailed explanation outlined relative to Schleswig and 
Upper Silesia, or in the matter of the Baltic Provinces (where Germany decided 
to partially fulfil her obligations only when constrained and forced to do so), or 
Article 6i of the Constitution, wdiich has not been suppressed up to the present 
time (the German Government always delaying till the last moment, and until 
morally and physically constrained to execute her obligations), I will only con- 
sider the discussion concerning the handing over of the accused. 

The Germans themselves do not deny that numerous crimes have been com- 
mitted and that universal morality would be seriously injured if these crimes, 
whose authors are known, should remain unpunished. Any human being going 
through the northern regions of France, as well as into Belgium, and who sees with 
his own eyes these provinces systematically ravaged, with all industiial establish- 
ments levelled to the ground, dwellings reduced to dust by savage methods, all the 
fruit trees sawed within a meter of the ground, mines blown up and filled with 
water, human work of entire centuries spitefully annihilated, cannot understand 
Germany’s hesitation to consent to the reparation for her crimes. If the same 
impartial observer then heard from the mouths of the inhabitants the tale of the 
treatment to which they had been subjected for four years, the violences and the 
abominable constraints imposed on young girls, brutally separated from their 
families, he would be unable to restrain his indignation in face of the attitude of 
Germany and the arrogant tone of your letters. 

As to the Allies, they are profoundly surprised to see that German public opinion, 
even at the present time, is so unconscious of its responsibilities as not to ask, itself, 
for the just punishment of crimes committed, and that among the criminals there 
seem to be neither sufficient courage, nor pati'iotism, to come forward for trial as 
they have deserved, to defend their conduct, and to facilitate, for their country, the 
fulfilment of its obligations. Until the German conscience understands, like that 
of the whole world, that wrong must be righted, and criminals punished, Germany 
must not expect to enter the communion of Nations, nor obtain from the Allies 
forgetfulness of her crimes or attenuation of just peace conditions. 

Appendix J to No. 33 

PARIS, J{ovember 17, igi$. 

No. 3 — 1103. 

From: General Tcherbatcheff, Military Representative of the Supreme Chief of 
Russia, with the Allied Government and High Command, 

To: Marshal Foch, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies. 

I have the honour to call your attention to the fact that the Russian Armies, 
which are fighting against the Bolchevists, are almost deprived of cartridges 
{cartouches de. 3 lignes) for the Russian rifles. 

All the stocks of Russian cartridges which were possessed by the Russian Armies 
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and the Entente are already exhausted. Nevertheless, two big stocks of those 
cartridges still exist, one in Roumania, of which I had the honour to inform you 
by letter on November 15th, No, 11570,^7 and another in Germany. 

According to the information of the Russian Delegation on matters pertaining 
to prisoners of war in Berlin, there are in Germany about 150,000,000 Russian 
cartridges. This number is not exaggerated. 

However, the German Minister for Foreign Affairs affixms, according to the 
communique of the Russian Delegation, that the German Government does not 
possess any Russian cartridges. 

It may be inferred therefrom that the Government sold those cartridges to 
private individuals. The latter have two alternatives; either to clandestinely pass 
those cartridges to the Bolchevists, which they have certainly been doing, or to sell 
them directly to the anti-Bolchevist Armies, which is not in accord with the clauses 
of the Treaty of Versailles, according to which the war material is to be gratuitously 
restored to the Russian Government. 

Owing to the bad faith of the German authorities, no blockade is capable of 
stopping the sale of cartridges to the Bolchevists. On the other hand, it would be 
very difficult to force the German Government to restore these cartridges to 
Russia. In any case, even if it were possible to discover the stocks of the latter, the 
search would be so long that the individuals interested would have time to pass 
the cartridges to the Bolchevists. 

I think that the only means of receiving the cartridges in the shortest time 
possible is to authorize the Russian authorities to start negotiations with all the 
persons who possessed them, for the purchase of cartridges, and, then, to charge 
this purchase expense to the account of the German Government, if this is not 
contrary to the clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. 

On account of the great necessity for the Russian Armies to have these cartridges, 
in order to energetically continue the fight against the Bolchevists, I beg you to 
kindly give the necessary orders so that the possibility of resuming possession of 
those cartridges be studied as soon as possible, apart from the general question 
of the delivery of Russian war material. 

I am sending in the same mail a letter on the same subject to the President of 
Council, Minister of War. 

I earnestly beg you to kindly inform me of the decision made. 

General Tgherbatgheff. 

Appendix L to No. 33 

NEUILLY-SUR-SEINE, Moveniber 26, igig. 

Royal Ministry for Foreign Affairs for Montenegro 

No. 1086, 

From: F[J]. S. Plamenatz^ 

To: President Glemenceau. 

It is in vain that the Royal Government of Montenegro referred up to the present 
time to Montenegro’s incontestable rights in her demands to be represented at the 
Peace Conference. The latter has disregarded all these justified claims. It has 
persistently refused to take into account the fact that Montenegro voluntarily 
entered the war and that according to the very avowals of the Serbian Government 
Cf. General Tcherbatcheff’s note No. 11571 in appendix G to No. 30. 
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which is hostile to Montenegro (‘Military efforts of the Serbs-Croats-Slovenes 
during the war of 1914-1918’, p. 16), Montenegro has lost 20,000 soldiers killed 
and a third of her population. The Peace Treaties with Germany and Austria 
have been signed without the presence of Montenegro although she has been at 
war with them from the very first day. Within a few days wail be signed the Peace 
Treaty with the third Enemy State, Bulgaria, and again without the participation 
of Montenegro, 

Such an attitude by the Peace Conference might lead us to suppose — which the 
Royal Government of Montenegro refuses to believe — an aid designed to favour 
Serbia in the perpetration of her crime against Montenegro, a crime surpassing 
in horror that committed by William II against Belgium in 1914. The attitude 
adopted by the Conference is not only contrary to the solemn obligations taken by 
the Governments of the Great Powders in respect of Montenegro, but is also con- 
trary to the decision of the Supreme Council, a decision which, moreover, is unjust 
and disadvantageous for Montenegro. 

On behalf of the Royal Government, I have the honour to renew my protest 
against the injustice of the Peace Conference wnth regard to Montenegro, and I 
beg it to respect their rights and to convoke our Delegate as soon as possible with 
a view to the subsequent signing of the Peace Treaties with Germany, Austria, 
and Bulgaria. 

I have the honour to inform your Excellency that should the contrary be the 
case, that if within a short time no reply to our justified request reaches us from 
the Peace Conference the Royal Government of Montenegro will do what duty 
and right impose upon it, and what any other Government would long since have 
done. It will address the Governments of Germany, Austria and Bulgaria with a 
request to conclude a peace treaty, Montenegro not caring to remain in a state of 
war with these countries. 

The responsibility for these steps will not rest upon Montenegro, but upon the 
Peace Conference. 

At the same time, I have the honour to call your Excellency’s attention to the 
fact that the Treaties of Versailles, St. Germain and Neuilly do not prohibit 
the Governments of Germany, Austria and Bulgaria to conclude a peace Treaty 
with Montenegro. 

Please accept, etc, 

F[J]. S. Plamenatz, 

No. 34 

H.D. 104.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichords Room, Quai d^ Or say, Paris, on Tuesday, 
December 2, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.i Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. FI. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M, de 
Saint Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

J'4/)/3;2: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 
Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Gameriynck. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A . : Admiral McGully, U.S.N., Mr. E. L. Dresel, Dr. James Brown 
Scott, Colonel Logan, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Lieut.-Gommander Koehler, 
U.S.N. 

British Empire’. General Sackville-West, Gaptain Fuller, R.N., Com- 
mander Macnamara, Mr. H. W. Malkin, General Mance, Lieut. - 
Colonel Kisch, Golonel Beadon. 

France'. M. Leygues, M. Gambon, M. Laroche, Commandant Le 
Vavasseur, M. Fromageot. 

Italy'. General Cavallero, Rear-Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Biisatti, 
M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, Commander Fea. 


I. (The Council had before it an account of an interview which had taken 


Interview between 
M. Dutasta and 
Baron von Lersner 


place on December ist, 1919, between M. Dutasta, Secretary 
General of the Conference, and Baron von Lersner. (See 
Appendix A).) 


M. Dutasta said that the Council had before it a correct 


account of the conversation which had taken place the preceding day be- 
tween Baron von Lersner and himself. M. Arnavon had been present at that 
meeting and had taken notes of the interview. At the close of Baron von 
Lersner’s statements, he, M. Dutasta, had asked Baron von Lersner to read 
over the notes which had been approved by the German Delegate. 

M, Dutasta wished to point out: first, that Baron von Lersner had referred 
to a conversation which had taken place between them on October 14th, 
1919; his contention then was that the possible nonratification by the 
American Senate of the Treaty with Germany would lead to a new situation, 
and that a new agreement would have to be entered into between the Powers 
which had ratified the Treaty and Germany; he, Lersner, now maintained 
that M. Dutasta had accepted his contention: this was absolutely false. 
M. Dutasta had only taken good note of what Baron von Lersner had said 
on that day without binding himself in any way. He had always pointed out 
to Baron von Lersner that he, M. Dutasta, spoke only as an Inter-Allied 
representative and tliat he could not express any personal opinion which 
would commit him. 


Secondly, Baron von Lersner had referred to a contradiction between the 
note of November 22nd ^ (last paragraph), which stipulated that the protocol 
of November ist should be signed unconditionally by Germany, and a con- 
versation which he and Herr von Simson had had with M. Berth elot and 


M. Dutasta, according to which they had understood that they were invited 
to hold negotiations, both verbal and in writing. He, M. Dutasta, wished to 
point out that they had never held that language. 

M. Glemenceau stated that as von Lersner’s declaration brought up 
several difficult and important questions, he thought it very advisable to 
adjourn the discussion to the next meeting. 


(The discussion was adjourned until the following day). 


^ See No. 29, appendix G. 
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2. (The Council had before it a note of the Commission on Roumanian and 
Jugo-Slav Affairs, dated December ist, 1919. (See Appen- 

t e ecs tries Laroghe read and commented upon the report. He 

added that he strongly advised the Council to submit that question to the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission, as the latter 
chiefly was concerned in solving the problem of coal distribution in Central 
Europe. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed, but wished to point out that the solution should 
be offered in a very short time so as to be included in the Hungarian Treaty. 

Mr. Polk asked M. Laroche whether the proposition as made in his report 
provided for the evacuation of the Pecs district by the Serbs. 

M. Laroche said that that was understood. 

It was decided : to refer back the question for immediate examination and 
report to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission, 
recommending the adoption of the following paragraph to be inserted in 
the Hungarian Treaty: ‘Hungary shall furthermore give to the Allied and 
Associated Powers an option, as reparation in part for the annual dehveiy 
during the five years which follow the coming into force of the Treaty, of 
a quantity of steam coal from the Pecs mines, which shall be fixed periodi- 
cally by the Reparation Commission, and which the latter will dispose of in 
favour of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene State under conditions determined by 
the Commission.’ 


3. (The Council had before it a draft reply to the German note of November 

27, 1919 on Scapa Flow.^ (See Appendix C).) 

Answer to the German Eyre Crowe thought it would be inadvisable to 

^Tscapa °fIow ^ separate the question of Scapa Flow from the question of 
the general German attitude, which would be dealt with 
on the following day. He wished to add that he considered the draft reply 
a very satisfactory document. 

Mr. Polk said he would be ready to discuss die question at the next 
meeting. 

(It was agreed to adjourn the discussion until the following meeting.) 

4. (The Council had before it a draft article concerning Fiume, to be in- 

serted in the Hungarian Treaty. (See Appendix D).) 
^port of the Drafting Fromageot read and commented upon the draft 

gariati Treaty article. He added that the Council should decide 

whether the second paragraph should be drafted as in 
the first alternative or the second. 

M. SciALOjA stated he agreed on the first part of the 4,raft: that was a 
formula which had already been used in the Treaty with Austria. He thought 


" Not printed. This note observed that ‘it is impossible to separate this question from the 
general question of the situation in Central Em*ope relative to the coal supply’, and proposed 
the measure adopted by the Supreme Council, as recorded below. 

3 See No. 33, appendix G. 


467 



it was useless to draft the second paragraph according to the second alterna- 
tive, for that would entail great difficulties for the future. He felt thal; 
Hungary should obligate itself to recognize the Council’s decisions and should 
not have any kind of supervision thereon. If the second alternative were 
accepted, Hungary could object that because of disagreement between Italy 
and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State it could not recognize the solution. A 
distinction was being made between Italy and the Principal Powers. Why 
should this be so? There was no reason why Italy should be distinguished 
from the other Principal Powers and put on a standing with the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene State. If that draft were accepted, it would mean adding another 
difficulty to those which were already involved in the Fiume question. 

Mr. Polk said that a reply could be made to one of M. Scialoja’s ob- 
jections by deleting the word Ttaly’, and the sentence should read: ‘The 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers in agreement with the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State. . . 

M. SciALOjA said he wished to point out that the second alternative would 
create a departure from the system which had prevailed until then ; this was 
a Treaty with Hungary and not a Treaty with the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 
It would simply mean a complication of the question which seemed quite 
useless. 

M. Glemenceau thought it advisable not to mention either Italy or Jugo- 
slavia in the paragraph. He could not be accused of partiality against the 
Jugo-Slavs, but he felt that he could not let Jugo-Slavia have a control over 
decisions which the Gonference took as a sovereign body. It would be 
sufficient in the second alternative, if the Jugo-Slavs were to refuse to accept 
the decision of the Gonference, for the whole question to be reopened once 
more by Hungary. 

M. SciALOjA pointed out the analogy with the Dalmatian question. It 
had been stated in the Austrian Treaty that Austria accepted the decisions 
of the Gonference regarding Dalmatia. Why should Hungary be treated 
differently? 

Sir Eyre Growe said his views were entirely covered by the precedents 
adopted by the Gonference. In many other cases a cession of territory and 
abandonment of sovereignty rights had been decided upon, but a stipul ation 
such as the one proposed in the second alternative had never been, and could 
not now be made. 

Mr. Polk thought it might be a little difficult to settle that question 
according to precedents alone. This was the first case where a party was a 
claimant and also a judge; Italy, he thought, would be both in this case. 

M. Glemenceau remarked that was not absolutely accurate. 

M, SciALOjA said that Italy had already held that position in the Trentino 
question. 

Sir Eyre Growe thought that the Dalmatian question could be cited as 
analogous with the case under discussion. 

Mr. Polk said that was the type of question which might provoke war and 
he did not think they were doing justice to the Serbs. 
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M. SciALOjA thought the risk of war would be greater if six Powers instead 
of five had to agree. 

Mr. Polk stated the United States had always felt that Jugo-Slavia 
should be consulted on the questions which involved the security of peace in 
Central Europe: he did not wish to obstruct the Treaty but wanted only to 
put on record his reservation on the subject. 

M. Clemengeau agreed with Mr. Polk on his declaration that the Jugo- 
slavs should be consulted, but it was precisely for that reason that the question 
of an agreement with Jugo-Slavia should not be mentioned in a Treaty with 
Hungary. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that he himself had not wished to have it 
understood that the Jugo-Slavs were not to be consulted. He thought the 
Serbs should be heard in the same way as the Poles. 

Mr. Polk repeated that in this case two litigants were at swords’ point on 
the question, in which one sat as judge and party at the same time, and the 
other one outside, but he did not wish to insist. 

It was decided: 

to insert the following article in the Hungarian Treaty, (Part III, 
Political Clauses, Section 5 — Fiume) : 

‘Hungary renounces all rights and title on Fiume and the adjacent 
territories belonging to the former Kingdom of Hungary, [a]n[d] included 
within the boundaries which shall be fixed at a later date. 

‘Hungary agrees to recognize the stipulations concerning those territories, 
especially on the nationality of the inhabitants, %vbich shall be included in 
the Treaties intended to settle the present questions.’ 

5 . [Not printed]^ 

Appointment of a Com- 
mittee to distribute the 
rolling-stock of the 
former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy 

6 . [Not printed] 5 

Report of the Drafting 
Committee regarding 
claims of inheriting 
States for rolling-stock of 
the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy 

At the request of Signor Scialoja the discussion of this subject was adjourned until the 
following meeting : see No. 35, note 3. 

s After a short discussion the Supreme Council approved a report by the Drafting Com- 
mittee concerning claims to this rolling-stock advanced by Yugoslavia, Italy, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia (appendix F in original). The main conclusion of this report was that ‘the. 
inventory provided for by Article 318 [of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye] should be 
establisl'ied under the dale of the Armistice, and should not comprise material the fate of 
which was already regulated at that date, either as a result of legally valid war actions, or 
as a result of the Armistice itself’. 
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7- (The Council had before it a proposed declaration submitted by the 
ApprovaUf declaration Drafting Committee. (See Appendix G«) .) 
submitted by the Draft- M. Fromageot read and commented upon the pro- 
ing Committee relating to posed declaration. He added that taking into account 
the provisional Eastern the objection which had been raised at the preceding 
frontiers of Poland meeting he had prepared a document which took the 

form of a simple declaration to be signed by the President of the Conference. 
After a short discussion, 

It was decided : 

to approve the declaration as submitted by the Drafting Committ<.;e 
relating to the provisional Eastern frontiers of Poland. (See Appendix G^>.) 

8. M. Fromageot stated that the rights of Poland on the former German and 
Western Galicia territories had been recognized ; Eastern Galicia was 

about to have a special status, but no disposition had been 
made of the southwestern part of Poland (Western Galicia) and the boun- 
daries between Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia had not yet been determined. 
It should, therefore, be necessary to recognize the sovereignty of Poland in 
Western Galicia on the one hand, and on the other, the rights of Czecho- 
slovakia on the territories which belonged to it should be recognized. Fie 
recommended that a Treaty be drafted, which would transfer the rights and 
title on the territories of the former Austro-Hungarian Government belong- 
ing to the Allied and Associated Powers by virtue of the Peace Treaties, to 
both Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia. Furthermore, the sovereignty rights of 
Poland on the territories bordering Gzecho-Slovakia should be recognized 
by the Allied and Associated Powers on the one hand, and by Czecho- 
slovakia on the other. Lastly, the sovereignty rights of Gzecho-Slovakia on 
the territories which were attributed to it should be recognized by the Allied 
and Associated Powers, and it was also of great importance that the boun- 
daries of Gzecho-Slovakia should be determined by a single document, 
which had not yet been done. He summed up by suggesting to the Council 
that a draft Treaty be prepared which would solve only questions of sove- 
reignty rights as well as determine the frontiers. 

M. Glemenceau said that the Council would charge the Drafting Com- 
mittee with the preparation of such a Treaty. 

It was decided: 

that the Drafting Committee should prepare a draft Treaty which 
would : 

(1) attribute Western Galicia to Poland, and fix its boundaries ; 

(2) determine the frontiers of the Czecho-Siovak State, recognizing the 

.sovereignty of that State over the territories comprised within said 
boundaries. 

* Not printed. This appendix contained the previously discussed draft protocol (see 
No. 32, minute 5 and appeiidix E) recast in the form of a declaration. The French text 
of this declaration, dated December 8, 1919, is printed in British and Foreign State Papers 
voi. cxii, pp, 971-a. 
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9. (The Council had before it the French proposal concerning Enemy 
Submarines. (See Appendix B to h.d. 102^.)) 

I}istiibuhon of ^ Leygues said that on November 29thj 1919 the Council 

Enemy 6ubmannes the principle of the French proposal He asked 

the Council to vote upon the same. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the American Delegation had made certain 
reservations on the second paragraph of the proposal. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objection to offer with regard to the first and 
third paragraphs. As for the second paragraph, he could not accept the 
proportion given therein, but he expected to receive instructions from his 
Government at any time. He had proposed to his Government that it would 
be better to accept nothing on account of the unfair ratio attributed to the 
United States. 

M. Matsui said that his instructions allowed him to accept paragraphs i 
and 3 of the French proposal. He wished however to make a reservation 
on paragraph 2: a certain number of submarines had already been distri- 
buted between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, i.e., 43 sub- 
marines; Japan had received seven, which Japanese crews had taken from 
England to Japan at a great cost, and the Japanese Government envisaged 
great material difficulty in bringing those submarines back to Europe. He 
proposed that the submarines which had been attributed for propaganda 
purposes should definitely belong to the Power to which they had been 
attributed : it being understood that those submarines should be broken up 
and the material taken therefrom should belong to the Power to which 
attribution had been made. He added that the same principle had been 
adopted for surface vessels. 

M. Leygues said he accepted the Japanese proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also accepted it, but wished to state that the breaking 
up of those submarines should be made under the supervision of the Inter- 
Allied Commission. He asked whether it would not be advisable to omit the 
sentence beginning %vith the words, ‘percentage already established . . . etc.* 
of the second paragraph. 

(This was agreed to.) 

Mr, Polk said he understood the Japanese reservation applied to all 
Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the American Delegation made its reser- 
vation on the whole of the second paragraph or only on the figures showing 
the percentage each Allied and Associated Power should receive. 

Mr. Polk said the American Delegation wished to reserve the whole 
paragraph. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that the time limit witliin which submarines 
should be destroyed had not been mentioned in the French proposal, and he 
suggested one year. 

M. Leygues said he accepted that time limit. 

7 No. 32. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the American decision would arrive 
before Mr. Polk’s departure.^ 

Mr. Polk said he was sorry he could not give a definite reply to Sir Eyre 
Crowe’s question, 

M. Leygues said the French Delegation had accepted the British declara- 
tion according to which the lo submarines attributed to France as a special 
compensation should be selected from those which had not participated in 
the submarine warfare. It had done this, provided that lo such submarines 
could be found available for delivery to France, If such were not available, 
he had understood that the French Government could take those submarines 
wherever they happened to. be. 

M. Leygues said that he had just received a telegram to the effect that two 
of the German docks at Hamburg had been sold to Holland and had already 
been removed to that country. He wished to bring the attention of the 
Council to the dangerous situation in which the Allies would find themselves 
if they were to find German ports empty of all material. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that question should be referred to the naval 
experts for examination and report. 

It was decided : 

(1) that all the submarines turned over by the enemy Powers, with the 

exception of the small number indicated in paragraph 4 below, 
should be demolished under the supervision of a Naval Inter- Allied 
Commission; 

(2) that the submarines already distributed to the Principal Allied and 

Associated Powers for propaganda purposes should not be made the 
subject of a further attribution, but that said attribution should be 
final. Those submarines should be demolished by said Powers under 
the supervision of the Naval In ter- Allied Commission ; 

(3) that the principle and pei'centage of distribution of enemy submarines 

be provisionally reserved ; 

(4) that France, for the reason that she is the only Power not having 

constructed submarines during the war, should receive ten German 
submarines in good condition, as compensation; the latter to be 
selected preferably amongst those which had not taken part in 
submarine warfare, wherever they stood ; 

(5) that the period granted to each of the AlHed and Associated Powers 

for the destruction of submarines to he broken up should be one 
year; (see Appendix B to H.D. 102).7 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crilion, 

Paris, December 2, igig. 

® Mr. Polk was preparing to return shortly from Paris to the United States, (Cf. Papers 
relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. xi, 
p. 656f.) 


472 



Appendix A to No. 34 


December jj 

Mr. von Lersner, President of the German Delegation, requested to be received 
by the Secretary General of the Conference, to whom he made the following state™ 
ments which have been collected almost textually : 

‘I am directed to inform you verbally of my Government’s reply to the Supreme 
Council’s note of November 22 and 24.^ 

‘Should you desire a written reply, I could hand it to you later, but this reply is 
yet in Berlin and will require time. 

‘I must set forth that the President’s doubts relative to our intentions as to the 
fulfilment of the Treaty are, in our opinion, absolutely deprived of all foundation. 
We reject the reproach made us of being responsible for the delay of the coming 
into force of the Treaty. We ratified on July 16, and we have since then awaited 
the coming into force, that is to say, the first protocol of exchange of ratifications. 
Since the clay following your ratification, I have had full powers to sign the proces™ 
verbal. 

‘It was not until November 2 that we were informed of the ratification by three 
of the Great Powers. Nevertheless, the Powers did not declare themselves ready 
for the coming into force of the Treaty as was provided at the end of the Versailles 
document. This coming into force was made subject to new conditions which were 
very sevei'e and wdiich refer to the Treaty itself. The German Government today, 
as before, is ready: it desires a prompt reestablishment of peace by the coming into 
force of the Treaty. 

‘A large number of stipulations of the Treaty provides [for] the participation of 
America. You recall, Mr. Ambassador, that on October 14 we were agreed that 
an accord would be concluded on this subject between the Ratifying Powers and 
Germany. We now^ consider that this accord should not limit itself only to the 
territorial questions of the East. We are quite willing to do our share, but as you 
know all Germany considers the participation of America as an important 
guarantee. We wall give our assent to the coming into force despite the absence of 
America; but, for us, it wall be a sacrifice, and, in compensation, we expect that you 
wall favour our requests relative to the extradition of the guilty and prisoners of war. 

‘The German Government opposes a refusal to the demand contained in the 
Note of No vember 22^ (last paragraph) stipulating that the protocol of November i 
must be signed unconditionally. This demand is in contradiction with your declara- 
tions and those of M. Berthelot made to M. von Simson and myself wdien you 
invited us to oral and written negotiations. 

‘I again wish to touch on the objections which we raised against the protocol. 
For us, the Baltic question has been settled. On questions of lesser importance, 
agreement wall be easy (on rolling stock, for instance); but wBat we absolutely 
refuse is: (ist) the demands presented as compensation for the scuttling of the 
German fleet at Scapa Flow; (2nd) the eventual military measures provided for in 
the last paragraph. For us, they are inacceptable. 

‘We trust with confidence that you will adopt our viewpoinf. 

‘We ask that a provision be inserted in the protocol stipulating that the repatria- 
tion of prisoners of war will not be allowed to be subjected to any condition what- 
soever, unless to that provided for in Article 22 1 (return of French prisoners of war 
retained in Germany). 

5 See No. 29, appendices C and D. 
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'As regards the promises which we declare were made us relative to the re- 
patriation of our prisoners of war, the German Government reserves the right to 
reply later.’ 

Upon leaving, M. von Lersner stated that the German Government had ap- 
proved the departure of M. von Simson. 

Appendix G to No. 34 
Scapa Flow Affair 

Proposed answer to the German Note of November 27, igig^ 

December 2, igig. 

To : Baron von Lersner. 

On November 27th last, you were kind enough to forward me a memorandum 
in which the German Government rejected the reparations demanded by the 
Allied and Associated Powers in their note of November i for the destruction on 
June 22, 1919, of the German fleet anchored at Scapa Flow, and proposed to 
submit this affair to arbitration. 

The German Government, to which the Allied and Associated point of view was 
communicated on June 28, 1919, and which, on June 28 and September 3, 1919, 
made it the subject of its communications, today claims that this destruction in 
no way constitutes a violation of Germany’s obligation, — that the destroyed war- 
ships were not, at the time of their destruction, destined to be handed over to the 
Allies, — and more than that, that the destruction should be imputed to the Allied 
and Associated Powers themselves which, ‘in contradiction with the provisions of 
Article 23 of the Armistice had interned the warships not in a neutral port, but 
in an enemy port.’ 

The Allied and Associated Powers can only see in the German memorandum an 
attempt, difficult to explain, to voluntarily delay the coming into force of the 
treaty and the definite re-establishment of peace. 

In its note of September 3 last, addressed to the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, after having noted the authentic statements of the Admiral commanding 
the destroyed German fleet, the German Government, far from disregarding the 
obligations incumbent upon it, in this respect toward the Allies, had, on the con- 
trary, set forth that the Admiral had in no way had ‘the intention of violating the 
obligations that the German Government had assumed’. 

The German Government itself also recognized that in destroying the German 
fleet the Admiral commanding had acted according to a general order; it added 
that the Admiral was aware that the German proposals themselves concerning the 
peace conditions provided that the fleet be credited to reparations. 

It is precisely the destruction according to the orders of the German Government 
of what Germany thus should have handed over to the Allied and Associated 
Powers which, whatsoever the personal responsibility of Admiral von Reuter and 
his subordinates, constitutes a violation of the Ai'mistice as well as an act tending 
to annul obligations already agreed to and on the point of being definitely signed. 

Finally, it is hardly necessary to recall that the choice of roads at Scapa Flow 
for lack of proper neutral port is, in every way, in conformity with the letter as well 
as the spirit of the text of Article 23 of the Armistice. 

Under these conditions, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers consider 
that the German Government cannot repudiate today the responsibility in- 
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cumbent upon it or seek, through arbitration, a solution for acts of war the settle- 
ment of which belongs to the said Powers. 

Consequently, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers invite the German 
Government, in conformity with their note of November i last, to sign without 
further delay the protocol, thereby allowing the exchange of ratifications and the 
coming into force of the Peace Treaty, and thus by the return to norma! life appease 
the sufferings of the people. 

Please accept, etc. 


Appendix D to No. 34 
HUNGARIAN TREATY 
Part III. Political Glauses 

Section V. Fiume. Article 53 (Proposed) 

Hungary renounces all rights and titles over Fiume and adjacent territories, 
belonging to the former Kingdom of Hungary and comprised in the boundaries 
which will be fixed later. 

ist alternative : Hungary agrees to recognize the stipulations which are to be drawn 
up relative to these territories, notably concerning the nationality of the in- 
habitants, in the Treaties destined to regulate the present affairs. 

2 nd alternative: Hungary agrees to recognize the stipulations elaborated by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers in conjunction with Italy and the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State relative to these ten'itories, notably concerning the nationality 
of the inhabitants. 


No. 35 

H.D. 105.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held m M, Pichon's Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 
December g, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M, Scialoja; secretary, M, Trombetti. 

Japan: yL. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.SA.: Gapt. G. A. Gordon, British Empire: 

Capt. Hinchley-Cooke. FVawce: M. de Percin. /to/)': M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

UFA.: Mr. E. L. Dresel, Rear-Admiral McGulIy, U.S.N., Colonel 
J, A. Logan, Lieut.-Gommander Koehler, U.S.N.^Mr. A. W. Dulles. 
British Empire: General Sackville-West, General Mance, Captain Fuller, 
R.N., Mr. Palairet, Mr. A. Leeper. 

France: General Le Rond, Commandant Le Vavasseur, M. Mauclere, 
M. Kammerei', 

Italy: General Gavallero, M. Vannutelli-Rey, Commandant Fea. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 
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I. 


[Not printed] 


Personnel for the German 
Mine-Sweeping Service 


2. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 


German Activities 
in Schleswig 


December i, 1919, relative to German activities in Schleswig. 
(See Appendix B.)) 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that, as was shown by the note 


before the Goimcil, reports from Copenhagen indicated that the Germans 


were persisting in their schemes for getting around certain of the terms of the 


' This item, the seventh on the agenda, was taken first since M. Clenienceau was unable 
to attend the meeting before eleven o’clock. After discussion the Supreme Council decided : 

(i) ‘ To approve in principle the report of the naval experts relative to the pei-sonnel of 
the German Mine-Sweeping Service.’ This report, dated November 25, igig (appendix A 
in original), referred to notes from the German Delegation, dated October 20 and November 
4, 1919, requesting additional crews for this service in excess of the German naval estab- 
lishment laid down in the Treaty of Versailles. The Allied Naval Advisers expressed the 
view that ‘the Allied and Associated Pow'ers have the right to require that the Mine 
Clearance Personnel should be included in the 15,000 officers and men of which the German 
Navy is, in the future, to consist. ... It is considered that the number of men asked for by 
Germany is excessive. The following is a comparison of the British and German numbers 
employed ; 



Vessels 

Officers 

Men 

Average per Vessel 

‘British 

1,000 

900 

15,000 

16 

‘German . 

328 

755 

H,535 

47’ 


After severally rebutting the principal reasons upon wdiich Germany based her demand 
{a. the permitted naval strength of 1 5,000 was required to man remaining German warships ; 
L crews must be specialists; c. article 183 implies obligation to retain crews in commission; 
d. need of minesweeping personnel only temporary), the report concluded: ‘During the 
winter mondis, minesweeping in the Baltic is largely impracticable. In consequence 
practically half the mine clearance personnel will not be employed, and opportunity can 
then be taken to make the necessary changes. In view however, of the importance to the 
general interests of commerce that the minesweeping should be completed as early as possible, 
and as its rapidity depends not only on the number of vessels, but also on the personnel, the 
following concession is proposed: “The German Navy may include, for a maximum period 
of eight months from the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace, in addition to the per- 
sonnel prescribed in Article 183, a number of men who shall be exclusively employed in the 
mine-sweeping provided for in Article 193. This additional number of men shall at no time 
exceed 10,000 and shall be progressively reduced from time to time in such manner as the 
Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall determine, so that at the end of the period 
of eight months above referred to, the personnel of the German Navy shall not exceed the 
figure stipulated in Article 183.’” 

(ii) ‘Not to communicate that decision to Germany prior to a further discussion by the 
Council, which at that time should likewise determine whether that point should not be 
incorporated in the protocol to be signed by Germany.’ In this connexion Sir E. Crowe 
had previously stated that he ‘saw no objection to adopting the unanimous report of the 
naval experts, but he wished to olKerve that a concession was thereby being made to the 
Germans. ... He felt that this was not a very opportune moment to let the Germans know 
that such a concession was being made. Consequently, he thought it might be well to 
adopt the report in principle but not to communicate the decision to the Germans before 
it was known what line of action should be taken with regard to their attitude.’ 
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Treaty relating to the Schleswig plebiscite; thus it was that the German 
Colonel commanding the German troops in Schleswig had been given 
employment in that city and that troops under his command had been dis- 
guised as his employees. That was a barefaced subterfuge which could not 
be tolerated. However, he had not suggested any decision because lie felt 
that nothing could be done until the coming into force of the Treaty. When 
the Treaty came into force it would be easy to send troops to Schleswig to 
drive out those disguised soldiers, but for the moment it seemed difficult to 
make any demand upon Germany on that point. He pointed out that the 
British report strongly urged that a third battalion be sent to the plebiscite 
zone. He had confined himself to bringing this request to the GomiciFs 
attention. 

M. Gambon said that the Council took note of Sir Eyre Crowe’s statements, 
as well as of the request made by Sir Charles Marling. After the Treaty 
came into force the Council could then decide what should be done.^ 

(This was agreed to.) 

3. (Upon the request of M. Scialoja that question was adjourned.) 

Plans of the Turkish 

Government relative to 

the Reconstruction of / point M. Clemenceau entered the meeting.) 
Constantinople 

4. 

Creation of a Provisional [^^ 1 ’ printed]^ 

Commission to Organize 
the Circulation of Roll- 
ing-Stock in the States 
containing territories 
which were part of the 
former A ustro- Hungarian 
Monarchy 

2 Sir G. Marling was H.M. Minister at Copenhagen and Chairman of the Schleswig 
Plebiscite Commission. (For a French text of the above minute see A. Tardicu and F. de 
Jessen, op. cit., p. 329.) 

3 M. Mauclere outlined the antecedent circumstances in this matter (see No. 22, minute 
5; No. 27, note 3 and appendix E; No. 29, note 5) and referred to ‘a new note* from the 
British Delegation, dated December i, 1919 (appendix E to No. 34 in original: not printed), 
which questioned the previous decision of the Supreme Council (No. 29, note 5). ‘The 
British Delegation, in fact,’ said M. Mauclere, ‘wished the proposed new Commission to be 
fully independent of the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission.’ 
This committee ‘had considered that note and had decided, with the exception of the British 
Delegate who maintained his point of view, that there was no reason to modify the draft 
decision of the Supreme Council’. In reply Sir E. Crowe stated that ‘the British Delegation 
thought that under present conditions the intervention of the Reparation Commission was 
in no wise justified, and its information led it to believe that the proposed procedure would 
not be accepted by Poland, Czecho-Slovakia or any of the new Allied States which were in 
no way subject to that Commission. The Reparation Commission in fact was a body which 
had been created to act in the interests of the Allies against the enemy Powers. It, therefore, 
was not qualified to intervene in the relations between the Allied and Associated Po^vers and 
Allied States. Moreover there was in existence a Comrriission charged %vith the distribution 
of Austro-Iiungarian rolling-stock. That Commission acted on principles entirely different 
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5, M. Berthelot informed the Council that M. Vesnitch had given him a 
letter from the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation showing 
Financial Arrangements Jugo-Slav Government had been prepared to 

Sign the Austrian and Minorities 1 reaties when, on Nov- 
ember 2 1 st, it had been informed that it was also to sign the two financial 
arrangements signed at Saint Germain, September loth. One of those 
arrangements had greatly disturbed the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government by 
its provisions for a set-off between the sum due to Jugo-Slavia by way of 
reparation and those which it would have to pay out as its contribution to 
the expenses of the liberation of the territories acquired by it. The Serb- 
Groat-Slovenes maintained that such a provision would prevent their 
receiving anything from the reparation fund within lo years, and would place 
them in an impossible economic situation as a result of the serious losses 
which the years of occupation by the troops of the Central Empires had in- 
flicted upon them. The Jugo-Slav Delegation was convinced that if it could 
discuss that question directly with the former [sic] Reparation Commission 
an agreement could be reached prior to the following Friday, which was the 
expiration of the time limit granted it for signing the two Treaties and the 
two Financial Arrangements. Advantage might be taken of the p^f^sence in 
Paris of the Prince Regent, who had Technical Delegates with 
former Reparation Commission might be charged with preparii 
to be submitted the following Friday after having conferred ^ 
question with the Jugo-Slav Delegation, ^ 


It was decided : • I«ic7 

(1) that the former Reparation Commission submit to the CoV j 

Friday, December 5th, a report relative to the recjuest of the; 

Slav Delegation seeking to obtain a modification in one of thegj^^".,« 

cial arrangements signed at Saint Germain, September lOth, 

(2) that the said Commission, before preparing its report, should hea'-^^he 

Jugo-Slav Delegates on that subject. 

from a juridical point of view from those actuating the Reparation CtomiBuMbn. Indeed it 
only acted in the general interest and not exclusively in the interests of the Allied and 
Associated Powers.* M. Maucl^re replied that ‘there was no question of imposing the 
control of the proposed Sub-commission upon the New States. It was merely desired to 
obtain from the good-will of the interested States their acceptance, without any obligation 
on their part, of the intervention of that Commission which was charged only with ensuring 
the normal exchange of rolling-stock. ... As the Reparation Commission constituted the 
only body of any permanency provided for the execution of the Treaty in that respect, there 
was a natural tendency to attach to it the temporary bodies which were also studying means 
to reestablish in Central Europe a normal economic regime which alone would allow enemy 
States to fulfil the obligations assumed by the Treaties. In a general way, therefore, it could 
be said that the question of reparations dominated the whole problem.’ After further dis- 
cussion M. ClemencSau said that he ‘agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe’s opinion that the Com- 
mittee on Organization of the Reparation Commission had a tendency to progressiveh' 
enlarge its functions and he realized that it might be dangerous not to counteract that 
tendency but as M. Loucheur was then absent and was expected to return the fallowing 
day he thought it would be difficult to reach a decision without consulting him. Conse- 
quently he felt it would be preferable to adjourn the rest of the discussion of this subject to 
a meeting at the end of the week.’ This was agreed to. 



6, (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation sum- 
marizing the contents of a telegram from the French Charge 
Roumanian reply giving the point of view of the British, French and 

Italian representatives at Bucharest. (See Appendix C).) 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the note of the French Dele- 
gation. He observed that the name of the American representative was not 
mentioned, although it was not said that he had adopted an attitude differing 
from that of his colleagues. 

M. Clemengeau asked if the new Roumanian Ministry had been formed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Roumanian Government was quite capable 
of having deliberately brought about a Ministerial crisis in order to liave a 
pretext for not replying to the note of the Allied and Associated Powders. 

M. Berthelot said that the French representative at Bucharest had, 
moreover, telegraphed that Vaiva[Vaida]-Voevod had been elected Presi- 
dent of the Chamber. He was opposed to a policy of resistance, and upon 
assuming the Presidential chair had made a speech in which he had insisted 
upon the necessity of Roumania’s not weakening the ties binding her to the 
Allies. Apparently the general impression of the last few days was more 
satisfactory, although surprises were of course always possible. The British 
charge d’affaires had made representations to the Qiieen and empha- 
sized the dangers which Roumania would incur by refusing to sign. Rou- 
mania would find herself entirely isolated from a diplomatic point of view, 
and she would be obliged to maintain large forces under arms; the result 
would be a general discontent which might endanger the dynasty itself. 
The Qiieen had seemed impressed with that argument and has promised to 
use her influence over King Ferdinand to induce him to give a favourable 
reply to the Allies. The question now was whether or not the Council would 
grant the Roumanians the delay they requested on the ground tliat their 
Ministerial crisis did not permit them to reach an immediate decision. It 
was to be feared that an open break would be badly received at that moment 
by public opinion, and in any event, it could not be denied that the dccisit^n 
now being deliberated would have most serious conscqucnce.s. 

M. Clemengeau agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the Roumanians had 
deliberately provoked a ministerial crisis in order to gain lime. N'everthcless, 
in order to run no risk of antagonizing public opinion, lie was iiidincd to 
grant the Roumanians a final short delay, six days for instance. Bui it should 
be clearly indicated that that delay would not be ]n’oloiiged under any 
circumstances. 

Sir Eyre Crowe admitted that he felt a great hesitancy in gi\'ing his fin-il 
opinion; there were many arguments in favour of both condusions.'^ On ilie 
one hand the Council had already sent a very succinct 'ultimatum to th.e 
Roumanians and it might be most disadvantageous to grant a proloiigaiiun 
of the time limit. He felt that the attitude of the various diplomatic rc]>re- 
sentatives at Bucharest had not been at alTsatislactory. They had not 
obeyed their instructions and they had led the Roumanians to hope that tlie 
GounciFs decisions were not final. Quite possibly the Roumauiaii reply 



might have been more satisfactory if the attitude of the representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers had been more firm. His impression was that 
whatever the Council did the Roumanians were determined not to sign. 
The representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers seemed to think that 
if the Council granted a further delay to the Roumanian Government the 
latter would emancipate itself from M. Bratiano’s influence and would at last 
see where its true interests lay. He was far from being convinced thereof. 
M. Bratiano was no longer in power and his party no longer had a majority 
in Parliament; but he remained very powerful. His counsels had certainly 
prevailed once more, and if the Council now seemed to hesitate his influence 
could not but be increased. As to Vaiva[Vaida]-Voevod, he thought that he 
was quite unreliable : he was, in fact, nothing more than M. Bratiano’s puppet. 
It was true that the decision was a serious one, but he pointed out that that 
decision had already been taken eight days before when the ultimatum had 
been sent. The foregoing considerations seemed to him of great weight, but, 
on the other hand, he was aware that in view of the difficulties raised by the 
situation in America and the arrogant attitude which Germany seemed to 
wish to assume it was necessary to move cautiously, and that it might not be 
advantageous to have an open break with Roumania. 

Mr. Polk remarked that he had telegraphed the American Minister at 
Bucharest that he was not satisfied with his attitude and that in any event, 
in case of a severance of relations, he should leave Bucharest with his col- 
leagues. 

M. SciALOjA said that he had given the Italian representative at Bucharest 
very clear instructions directing him to remain in complete agreement with 
his colleagues and to model his attitude upon theirs. He had been ordered 
to urge the Roumanian Government to conform to the decisions of the 
Council. With respect to the general question, he felt that the Roumanians 
could not well be refused a short and final delay. It was quite possible that 
the Ministerial crisis was only a subterfuge; nevertheless, it was necessary 
that there should be a Government at Bucharest in order that a valid de- 
cision could be reached there. At a time when the enemies of the Allied and 
Associated Powers seemed to be again lifting their heads, it would be very 
serious if a breach were made in the ranks of the Allies. If, as he felt sure, 
Roumania finally decided to sign, the prestige of the Conference would be 
greatly increased. For these reasons he was in favour of M, Clemenceau’s 
proposal to grant the Roumanians a final extension of six days. 

M. Glemengeau agreed fully with all Sir Eyre Crowe had said, especially 
concerning the perfidy of M. Bratiano and the intrigues of the Roumanian 
Government. It was nevertheless true that an open break would be very 
serious, especiall)’^at that time when the situation in America imposed added 
caution. The regrettable attitude of the diplomatic representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers made it possible to excuse, to a certain extent, 
the Roumanian attitude. However, to make assurance doubly sure and to 
be well within its rights, he thought that the Council had better grant 
Roumania the extension of six days. He did not agree with Sir Eyre Crowe 
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as to the Roumanian Government definitely refusing to sign. The Qiieen of 
Roumania, who was a very sensible and clever woman, seemed to have been 
impressed by the representations of the British representative at Bucharest. 
Her influence might be decisive; furthermore, lie knew that influential 
politicians were bringing pressure to bear on King Ferdinand in order to 
induce him to yield. But if this extension were granted it should be clearly 
set forth that no consideration of any nature could induce the Council to 
grant a further extension. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recognized that there was a great deal of truth in what 
the President of the Conference had just said, and he was ready to agree in 
principle with his point of view, but he felt that the Council should calculate 
very carefully the date the extension would expire so as to give Roumania the 
time necessary to make her reply. Account should be taken of the extra- 
ordinary delays always encountered by telegrams sent to Bucharest, and the 
Council should carefully determine the conditions under which its commu- 
nication to the Roumanian Government was to be sent and delivered, A 
further question was that of the publication of the notes of the Council. 
It seemed to him that now was the time to have recourse to publication. 
The Council should not fail to avail itself of the means at its disposal for 
acting upon Roumanian public opinion which still remained ignorant of the 
true situation. 

M. Berthelot did not think that it would be advisable at that time to 
publish the notes addressed to the Roumanian Government. What was 
above all desired was to obtain the Roumanian signature. That would not 
be facilitated by a publication which might wound the national pride so 
excessive in Balkan countries. On the other hand, there w'oiild be no dis- 
advantage in publishing the notes of the Council if the severance of diplo- 
matic relations became a fait accompli. . 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to again insist upon one point, to wit the ex- 
treme importance of the Roumanians having no knowledge of the delibera- 
tions of the Council or of the diflereiices of views which might have arisen on 
that serious question. 

M. Berthelot thought that a special note might be published summariz- 
ing the last exchanges of notes with Roumania and setting forth the rea.sons 
why the Council had felt obliged to grant a last extension of time to the 
Roumanian Government. That would be a way of enlightening public 
opinion without wounding any sensibilities. 

M. Glemengeau thought that M. Berthelot might prepare a draft of tiiat 
nature which should be submitted during the course of ilie day to all the 
heads of delegations tmd, if approved by them, should be poblislicd in tiie 
press of the following day. % 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in view of the uncertain communications 
between Paris and Bucharest, the Council at the same time tliat it sent a 
telegram, might ask a member of the Roumanian Delegation, Anronescu 
for instance, to go to Roumania. He would personally carry tlie Council’s 
message and could exert his influence at Bucharest towards obtaining an 



agreement. The telegram to be prepared by M. Berthelot should specify that 
it bound all the Powers and that none of the representatives at Bucharest of 
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should await special instructions. 
It was decided! 

(1) that M. Berthelot should prepare, and submit on that day to the Heads 

of Delegations, a telegram informing the Rouinanian Government 
that the delay granted it to submit its reply was extended for six 
days, that is to say, until noon on Monday, December 8th ; that the 
said telegram should be sent directly to Bucharest and a copy 
delivered to M. Antonescu requesting him to deliver it personally to 
the Roumanian Government; 

(2) that the question of detail concerning the sending and delivery of the 

communicatioii to the Roumanian Government should be examined 
by M. Berthelot and his conclusions submitted during the day to the 
Heads of Delegations ; 

( 3 ) that M. Berthelot should prepare a note for publication in the press 

explaining the attitude of the Allied and Associated Powers towards 
Roumania ,4 and that said note should be submitted during tbe 
afternoon to the Heads of Delegations. 


7 - 

Exequatur of Foreign [Not printed] 

Consuls at Dantzig 
prior to the Definite 
Establishment of the 
Free City 

(The meeting was then adjourned.) 

H6tel de Crillon, 

Paris, December igig. 

Appendix B TO No. 35 
Memorandum for the Supreme Council 

Information has been received by His Majesty^s Government from Copenhagen 
to the effect that Doctor Koester, the German ‘Kommissar’ for Slesvig-Holstein, 
who resides in the town of Siesvig, has taken an office in the town of Flensborg and 
has stated that he intends to remain in the plebiscite area during its occupation by 
the international commission. 

It is further reported that Colonel Frumme, who was previously in command of 
the German troops in Flensborg, has been given an appointment,® nominally under 
the Ministry of Labour, and has already taken an office in one of the barracks of the 
town, where he has a staff of some 200 non-commissioned officers and men. It 
is reported on reliable authority that these persons are still inscribed in the official 
military accounts and are still drawing pay as members of the German army. 

An announcement of this nature was published in the British press on December 4, 1919. 

s Note in original: ‘It is not clear from the telegi-am what is the nature of this appoint- 
ment.’ 
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Six' Charles Marling/ who has telegraphed from London his comments on these 
reports, observes that it is impossible to permit a measure which is nothing but a 
retention of troops under the thinnest disguise, or to recognise an authority set up 
at the last moment without the consent of the international commission. He adds 
that the proposed residence of Dr. Loester [PKoesterJ at Flensborg would appear at 
first sight to be an attempt to evade the provision of the treaty by which German 
civilian officials are to leave the plebiscite area. 

He strongly urges that a third battalion of allied troops should be placed ;il the 
disposal of the commission in view of the intention of the German Government — 
unmistakably shown by the above-mentioned information — to influence in their 
favour the voting in the plebiscite area. 

December rst 1919. 

Appendix C to No. 35 
Xote from the French Delegation 

December 2, igig. 

The French representative at Bucharest telegraphs that the Roumanian reply has 
been delivered to the Legations. This reply commences with a justification of the 
Roumanian policy since the beginning of the war, and recalls the sacrifices suflered 
by Roumania. It indicates that the Ministry, besides not being parliamentary, 
has resigned and cannot make a decision involving so gravely the future of the 
country. It begs a delay of sufficient length to enable a Ministry created by the 
Parliament to declare itself validly. 

The British, French and Italian representatives are of the opinion that the 
request for a delay is one of the most justified under the existing circumstances. 
They are moreover under the impression that the new Government, which will be 
supported by a majority constituted outside of the liberal party, will be better 
disposed than the resigning government. 

It is to be feared that in refusing a prolongation of the delay the campaign of the 
liberal party, ^\'■hich is attempting to swing the other parties in line with its intran- 
sigeance, would not [.rzV] be facilitated. The British and Italian representatives 
insist also upon the danger which might arise from any weakening of the authority 
of the state, direct or indirect, which might be favourable to the bobhevist move- 
ment. 

No. 36 

H.D. loy.*^] JVhles of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichotf s Room^ Quai d^Orsay^ Paris, on Friday, December 
5 , igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: lion, F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

^ H.D. 106 is not printed. This document recorded a meeting of tke Supreme Council 
in M. Pichon’s room on December 4, 1919, at 10.30 a.m. At this short meeting the Supreme 
Council considered two questions: (i) ^Question of Ex’^ Austro-Hungarian ships at Catiaro. 
M. Lcygucs said that he was in receipt of a number of telegrams from the French Naval 
Officer in charge of the ex-Austro-Iiungarian warships at Cattaro, which referred to a 
state of excitement prevailing amongst Hungarians and Jugo-Siavs at that place. lie thought 
that the situation of the enemy warships in that port was rather precarious. The enemy 
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France: M. Glemenceau- secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M, de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. G. A, Gordon. British Empire: 
Gapt. Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

fleet there was composed of approximately 40 units of which 6 or 8 were important. He 
felt that an incident similar to that of Scapa Flow should not be repeated in any event.’ 
After discussion the Supreme Council decided to adopt the French proposal that these 
warships ‘should be convoyed to a French port, preferably Bizerte’. (ii) ^Distribution of 
Enemy Warships to Powers with limited interests.’ M. Leygues said that the Polish Delegation 
had asked ‘that enemy warships be allotted to Poland. That request brought up once more 
a recent decision of the Council to the effect that no enemy warships would be attributed 
to small Powers. He thought it advisable for the Council to examine their decision anew. 
As a matter of fact, Belgium had in her possession from ten to fifteen enemy warships’ which 
she asked to be allowed to keep. After discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(i) to 
allow Belgium to keep the small enemy warships held in her ports provided such ships be 
used only for police work; (2) to give a certain number of small enemy warships, selected 
from amongst those to be broken up by the Allied and Associated Powers, to all the Allied 
States with limited interests making a request for such vessels, provided such ships be used 
solely for police work; (3) to refer to the naval experts for examination and report the 
questions raised by the above paragraph 2.’ The record of this meeting concluded as 
follows: ‘The meeting then adjourned. The Heads of Delegations held a conference in 
camera.’ Sir E. Crowe, in his telegram No. 1655 of December 4 to Lord Curzon, reported 
of the adjournment of the first meeting: ‘Mr. Glemenceau asked the secretaries and experts 
present to leave the room during the discussion, in consultation with Marshal Foch and 
General Weygand, of the situation created by the present attitude of Germany. After about 
an hour the two officers also left the Council and the discussion was continued by the five 
plenipotentiaries. This question forms the subject of a separate telegram.’ In his imme- 
diately following telegram, No. 1656 of December 4, Sir E. Crowe reported: 

‘The five Plenipotentiaries and Marshal Foch sitting alone and without Secretaries dis- 
cussed this morning German situation with special reference to recent communication from 
German Delegation in which they refuse to sign Protocol and wish to make exchange of 
ratifications of Treaty of Peace dependent on elimination of clause respecting handing over 
of war criminals. 

‘Marshal Foch explained that anything which deferred establishment of peace and con- 
tinued regime of armistice aided Germany in strengthening her military powers. This 
therefore (? point)ed to importance of getting Germany to bring peace into operation as 
soon as possible. On the other hand he developed (? at some) length theoretical aspect of 
a possible termination of armistice which as he explained would bring us back absolutely 
to state of war and should therefore be preceded by concerted action of Allied plans for 
conducting such (? war) and also by recreation of Allied Armies which were fast disappear- 
ing under process of general demobilization. 

‘If Alliance were to decide on some military operation on a limited scale (? with) definite 
object of inducing Germany by this means to accept our conditions Marshal Foch mentioned 
as possible alternative plans : 

‘i. Occupation o£*Frankfurt. 

‘2. Occupation of basin of Ruhr including Essen, Of these alternatives he described first 
as easier but less decisive, second as requiring a considerably greater effort but more 
effective. 

‘After Marshal Foch’s withdrawal there was general agreement amongst five Pleni- 
potentiaries that there was no occasion at present to contemplate an imminent termination 
of armistice or resumption of hostilities, there being every indication that Germany on her 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Rear-Admiral McGully, U.S.N., Di’. James 
Brown Scott, Lieut.-Commander Koehler, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Mr. M. 
Nielson, M. Hodge. 

British Empire: Mr. A. Leepeiy Mr. H. W. Malkin, Captain Fuller, RNh 

France: M. Mauclere, M. Serruys, M. Laroche, General Le Road, M. 
Fromageot. 

Italy: Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. DelFAbbadessa, Isl. Stranieri, 
Commandant Fea, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. 

Signature of the [Not printed]- 

Financial Arrangements 
of Saint Germain by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government 

part was in no way prepared for such an eventuality. On the other hand it was agreed that 
it was essential to insist on Germany’s acceptance of our terms as any yielding on our part 
or readiness to bargain for her consent would inevitably lead to fresh demands because ol 
indication of an inability on the part of Alliance to enforce their terms. 

Tt was decided not to enter into any discussion with Germany on the question ot how 
Treaty on certain of its provisions might be aifected by non-ratilication of America. Ratifi- 
cation by United States was still an open question and it would be better to give no indica- 
tion that we doubted its being ultimately effected. 

‘American delegate was at first in favour of dropping demands for Scapa (? rejjaratlons) 
suggest (ing to) let the fulfilment of those demands be (? made) depends [.vie] on an ultimate 
decision of Reparation Committee, but Monsieur Glemenceau strongly supportetl me in 
negativing this proposal. He thought we must maintain our demands but that we might 
offer to agree hereafter to consider any I'epresentations that German Government might 
make for the purpose of proving that handing over of particular docks or harbour eejuip- 
ment would cripple their means of maintaining cficctively their fluvial and c'anal naviga- 
tion. I undertook to recommend such a solution to my Government and my Naval Atlviscr 
is telegraphing direct to Admiralty on the subject. 

‘On point of surrender of criminals no conces.sion is considered possible. 

‘As regards repatriation of German prisoners from France answer will be that uialter is 
definitely settled by Treaty itself and that Germany has only to proceed with exchasigt! of 
ratifications to obtain satisfaction. Monsieur Glemenceau repeated declaration that iu- had 
more than once recently made, that French Government have no interest in k(a;ping these 
prisoners except as a means of pressure to obtain peace and that immediately peace bec omes 
operative repatriation will commence. 

‘It was finally agreed that Monsieur Glemenceau should submit if possible tonun-row ii 
draft note to be addressed to German delegate conciliatoiy in tone but firm in maintaining 
our demands subject to assurance to be given as to Scapa reparation. Note would end with 
a warning conveyed in courteous but clear tones that should German Government (? main- 
tain) their refusal to fulfil conditions necessary to establish peace, Allied and Assoeialed 
Governments would be compelled to consider what measures they uiight have to take in 
order to enforce their demands. 

T shall of course submit text of proposed note to Your Lordship before assenting lu it.’ 

- M. Mauclere referred to the Yugoslav objection to certain provisions of the agrei'inent 
concerning contributions to the cost of liberation of territories of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy (Treaty Series, 1919, No. 14, Gmdi 458. Cf. No. 35, minute 5). In 
accordance with the previous decision of the Supreme Council, the Reparation Cointnission 
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2. M. Glemenceau thought that it would be well to adjourn until the 
following day the examination of that draft reply^ as well 
Draft Reply to the of the general note which was to be sent to Germany.^ 

Scap^FloT The draft of that latter note did not fully satisfy him. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed, but wished to make a remark 
on the subject of the note relative to Scapa Flow. The British Admiralty had 
just published some documents which showed in an incontrovertible manner 
that the German Government gave instructions to sink the fieet.s He thought 
the [that] these documents had been communicated to the Drafting Com- 
mittee. In his opinion the answer should [?have] taken them into account. 

M. Fromageot replied that his Committee had in fact regretted having 
had no other knowledge of these documents than through the press ; how- 
ever, his Committee would receive them that afternoon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to make another observation concerning the 
passage in the draft of the general note relating to Scapa Flow and to the 
compensation which was being demanded. He proposed that the Council’s 
answer on this point should read as follows: ‘A reply, annexed hereto, to 
the German note of November 24th on Scapa Flow establishes the legal 
point of view. The Allied and Associated Powers examined the question 
before making their demands, and they do not share the fears expressed by 
had on the preceding day met the Yugoslav representatives and agreed upon a solution 
whereby articles 4 and 5 of the aforesaid agreement should be eliminated and replaced by 
a new article 4 (appendix A in original; not printed: for the text see Treaty Series, 1920, 
No. 7. Cmd. %7.) M. Mauclfere explained that the new article ‘in no way changed the 
situation of the States affected by the former Article 4. Its only effect was to place in the 
same situation as the latter, the States affected by the former Article 5. The debt due by 
these latter States would likewise be represented by bonds issued under the same conditions 
as those provided for by former Article 4. As those bonds matured the Reparation Com- 
mission would withhold from the sums due to the States in question by way of reparation 
such sums as became necessary for interest payments and amortization. Serbia, therefore, 
preserved all its rights to immediate reparation. The Italian Delegation adhered to that 
condition on the condition that the Special Arrangement concluded with respect to Italy 
[Treaty Series, 1919, No. 15. Cmd. 459] should be modified in a similar manner. At the 
last minute and after the meeting ended the Serbian Delegate presented a new demand with 
a view to securing for his country treatment similar to that accorded to Belgium and to have 
gi anted to it a priority of 2,000,000,000 francs on the reparation account. He (M. Mauclerc) 
had replied that the Commission was not competent to pass upon that demand. He pointed 
out moreover that that was the first time that the Serbs had raised the question and they in 
no wise made it a condition precedent to their signing the financial arrangement. . , . 
M. Berthelot added that the question was all the more delicate as the Serbs had to sign the 
Bulgarian Treaty before noon of that very day.’ After discussion the Supreme Council 
decided: (i) to accept the solution proposed by the Reparation Commission; (ii) that 
the Drafting Committee should similarly modify the agreement with Italy; (iii) ‘that the 
Drafting Committee be charged with determining the procedure to be followed so that the 
modification of the said Financial Arrangements thus rendered necessary should not prevent 
the Scrb-Croat-Slovene Government from adhering to the Treaty with Austria and the 
Minorities Treaty, and from signing the Bulgarian Treaty, within the time limit provided.’ 

3 See No. 34, appendix C. 

A See note i above. 

3 A statement on thi.s subject, quoting relevant documents, was issued by the British 
Admiralty on December 3, 1 9 1 9, and was publKhed on the following day in the British press. 
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the German Government regarding the disastrous effect on the economic life 
of German ports. The term[s] of the protocol must stand. On receipt of a 
complete list of all the floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, 
which is demanded by the protocol, the Allied and Associated Powers will 
make known their selection, keeping in view the general economic situation 
of the German ports. Should thereafter the German Government think that 
it is able to prove that some particular demand is of a kind gravely to affect 
Germany’s legitimate requirements in respect to the maintenance of her 
fluvial navigation, or similar vital economic interests, the German Govern- 
ment may present its claim to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
who will be prepared to consider them in a spirit of equity after consultation 
with their naval advisers and after hearing the Reparation Commission.’ 

M. Clemengeau said that that text satisfied him fully. 

Mr. Polk asked who would examine the German claims. There would 
no longer be a Supreme Council and the Ambassadorial Council would not 
be competent to pass upon them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that there had not been any decision as to what 
body would succeed the Supreme Council, but it was certain that some 
competent authority would exist, 

Mr. Polk doubted it. He pointed out that there already existed a Repara- 
tion Commission which was competent to determine that matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the question could not be determined by 
the Reparation Commission alone. It also affected the naval authorities. 

M. Clemengeau observed that the Reparation Conimission was not 
competent to reach a decision which had to be taken by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

Mr. Polk said that the real question, however, was whether the Germans 
could fulfil tlieir obligations if they were deprived of the material essential 
to the existence of their ports and their fluvial navigation. He was afraid 
that the only idea of the naval experts was to seize that material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the naval experts would be heard and also 
the Reparation Commission, After that the Governments would decide. 

M. Clemengeau thought that that reply would satisfy Mr, Polk. 

Mr. Polk said that he was sorry that essentially commercial material was 
being taken by way of compensation for war material. He reiterated that 
the only question was whether Germany needed that material in order to 
furnish the reparation owed by her. The Reparation Commission was the 
body which could answer that question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether Mr. Polk would be willing to refer to 
the Reparation Commission the question of the German ships held in 
American ports. It should not be forgotten that the Scapa^Rlow affair came 
under the Armistice. 

Mr. Polk replied that he w^ould not object if the Reparation Commission 
would decide to give back the Imperator, Aside from that, in the case under 
consideration, he wished to know who would have power to pass judgment 
if it were not the Reparation Commission. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe replied that it would be the Five Governments ; they had 
settled all the questions concerning the Armistice. 

M. Berthelot wished to make two observations : first of all, he did not 
think that the documents published by the British Admiralty, which Sir 
Eyre Crowe had just referred to, were as convincing as the latter seemed to 
think. He, M. Berthelot, had informed M. Fromageot of their substance and 
the latter had thought that it would not be advisable to engage in a long 
discussion with the German Government on that subject, but that it would 
be better to utilize the avowals made by the Germans in their notes. 

M. Glemenceau thought that it would be well, nevertheless, to take into 
account the Admiralty’s documents.^ 

M. Berthelot added that, on the other hand, it seemed to him desirable 
that the Drafting Committee should point out in the note that military action 
did not necessarily imply a resumption of a state of war. There were many 
precedents for that view. 

(The discussion of that subject was then adjourned.) 


3 . (The Council had before it a draft Treaty prepared by the Drafting 
Treaty between the Committee^ (Appendix B) and a modification of the last 
Principal Allied and part of Article 2 of that draft (see Appendix G).'^) 
Associated Powers, M. Fromageot read and commented upon these two 

Pola7id and the Czecho- documents. 

Slovak State 


After a short discussion, 


It was decided : 


(1) to accept the draft Treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated 

Powers, Poland and the Czecho-Slovak State, prepared by the 
Drafting Committee ; 

(2) that the last part of Article II of that Treaty be drafted as indicated 

in Appendix C.'^ 


4 . 

Expenses of the 
International Teschen 
Commission 


[Not printed]® 


^ The following sentence was accordingly added to the end of the fifth paragraph of the 
draft note in appendix G to No. 34: ‘Did not the Head of the German Admiralty write 
privately to Admiral von Reuter at Scapa Flow as early as May 9, 1919; “Whatever may be 
the fate of these vessels under the pressure of political events, this fate will not be decided 
without usj it will be accomplished by ourselves, and the surrender of the vessels to the 
enemy is out of the question”?’ With this addition the draft in No. 34, appendix G, was, 
subject to verbal variation, the text of the final note of December 8. 

’ Not printed. See note 12 below. 

* The Supreme Council considered a short note from the ‘International Commission at 
Teschen’, dated December 3, 1919 (appendix D in original), which stated in part that this 
Commission ‘on account of the short duration of its mandate, should assume no part of the 
administration of the country ; consequently, it shall have no local revenue to collect, and 
the totality of its expenses shall be advanced by the Allied Governments’. In commenting 



5- Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council that according to a telegram 
. which he had received from Bucharest the representatives 

Rournaman Affairs principal Allied and Associated Powers had agreed 

with the Roumanian Government on a formula which the latter would 
accept and which would be satisfactory to the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers. That formula was reported to have been already telegraphed to Paris. 

M. Glemenceau observed that on the preceding day he had seen General 
Goanda who had spoken in a most satisfactory manner. He knew nothing, 
however, of the formula that Sir Eyre Crowe mentioned. 

M. Berthelot said that a telegram had indeed arrived but it was still in 
an incomplete condition; the part which had been deciphered seemed 
satisfactory. As soon as complete text was available it would be sent to the 
various Delegations. 


6. (The Council had before it a draft of the Financial Clauses dated 
December ist, 1919 (see Appendix E)^ and the 
Financial, Economic and Economic and Reparation Glauses (Appendix F).’‘°) 

fhfrTliofpZelvith SeRRUys read and commented upon the proposed 

Hungary measures relative to the economic and reparation 

clauses. He pointed out that all members of the Economic 
Commission were in agreement and that that Commission was likewise in 
agreement with the Reparation Commission. The principal provisions con- 
cerned the supply of coal from the mines at Pecs by Hungary to the Serb- 
Croat-Sloveiie State. That supply would be controlled by the Reparation 
Commission. In a like manner the Economic Commission had thought that 
the Treaty should provide for the supply by Austria to Hungary of foodstuffs 
within limits to be fixed by the Reparation Commission if a direct agree- 
ment were not reached between the interested parties. Finally the Com- 
mission had decided on the proposal of the Gzecho-Slovak Delegation, to add 
two paragraphs to the article corresponding to article 264” of the Treaty of 
Saint Germain in such a manner as to adapt it to Hungarian special legisla- 
tion. On the other hand it had rejected a Serbian demand which sought a 
revision of the principle, already many times affirmed, which prohibited 
liquidation of enemy property in transferred territories. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that all that remained to be done was to refer these 
texts to the Drafting Committee for insertion in the Treaty. 


upon this note General Le Rond stated that ‘it seemed that the best solution would be to 
have the joint expenses common to the whole Commission, which, moreover, would cer- 
tainly not exceed 50,000 francs per month, provisionally covered by advances of equal sums 
by the various Powders represented on the Commission. The Presidency of the Commission 
in fact belonged to the United States and it was only provisionally bejng held by France.’ 
The Supreme Council decided to adopt the solution proposed by General Le Rond. 

Not printed. This draft text of Part IX (articles 180-99) of the Treaty of Trianon is 
printed in The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. i, pp. 598-605. 

Not printed. This appendix contained drafts submitted by the Economic Commission 
for: (i) the second subparagraph of paragraph i of annex V to Part VIII of the Treaty of 
Trianon; (ii) article 207 of the treaty; (iii) article 208; (iv) the last three paragraphs of 
article 249. ' Apparently a mistake for article 266, 



Mr. Polk said he would have to make a reservation with respect to the 
solution given to the question of the Pecs Mines. 

It was decided : 

to accept the Financial, Economic and Reparations clauses of the Treaty 
with Hungary and to refer the same to the Drafting Committee for final 
drafting ; with the reservation that Mr. Polk should inform the Secretary 
General of the Conference whether he accepted the provisions relative to 
the coal of the Pecs Mines. 


7. M. Glemenceau informed the Council that the President of the Austrian 


Communication from the 
Austrian Delegation 


Delegation had just handed him a request of Chancellor 
Renner that he be permitted to come to Paris to consult 
with the Council on the economic situation of Austria. 


He (M. Glemenceau) felt that both from a political point of view and for 
humanitarian reasons it would be well to accede to that request and to reply 
that the Council would be glad to have M. Renner come to Paris. 

M. Dutasta remarked that it was only that morning at 10 o’clock that he 
had seen M. EichofF. The latter would certainly appreciate the promptness 
with which the Council had given an answer. 


It was decided: 


that the Secretary General of the Coiiference should immediately in- 
form the Austrian Delegation that, far from being opposed to Chancellor 
Renner’s coming to Paris, the Council would he glad to have him come. 


8 . Mr. Polk said that the decision reached at the meeting of the Council 
on the preceding day relative to the former Austro- 
Former Austro-Hun- fjungai-ian warships at Cattaro under guard of the French 
Spaiato navy*^ had not covered the case of the warships at Spalato 

under guard of the American navy. The Council, how- 
ever, had recognized that the American navy had a right to convoy these 
warships to another port. 

It was decided: 

that the two former Austrian warships now at Spalato under guard of 
the American Navy might, if the American Naval authorities so desire, 
be convoyed from Spalato to a port to be designated by the American 
Naval authorities, in accordance with the principle decided upon hy the 
Council at its last meeting mth respect to former Austro-Hungarian war- 
ships under guard of the French Navy at Cattaro (See H.D. 106, Minute 1).'*^ 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, December ^th, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 36 
Poland and Czechoslovakia 

The United States of America, The British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan, The 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, Poland, and the Gzecho-Siovak State, 
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Desiring to assure the sovereignty of Poland and the Gzecho-Slovak State over 
the territories recognized as belonging to them respectively, 

The undersigned, after exchanging their full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed as follows: 

Article i 

Subject to the special provisions of the Treaties and Decisions concluded for the 
purpose of completing the present settlement, the High Contracting Parties recog- 
nize the sovereignty of Poland over the territories of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy lying to the north of the frontier line hereafter described : 

From a point on the course of the Oder immediately south of the Ratibor- 
Oderbex'g railway — south-eastwards to the point of meeting of the three old 
boundai'ies between Galicia, Hungary and the Duchy of Teschen, 

a line to be defined subsecjuently in accordance with the Decision of September 

27. 1919; 

thence to the point where it is met by the western boundary of the political 
district of Nameszto, 

the old boundary between Galicia and Hungary; 

thence eastwards to the point where this old boundary is met by the southern 
boundary of the political district of Trsztena, 

a line to be defined subsequently in accordance with the Decision of September 

27. 19195 

thence to point 2508 of the Magas Tatra, 

the old boundary between Galicia and Hungary; 

thence to point 1052 about 13 kilometres north-vv^est of Oiublo, 

a line to be defined subsequently in accordance with the Decision of September 

275 19195 

thence eastwards, then east-south-eastwards to a point about 2 kilometres south 
of point 1335 (Halicz) where it meets the administrative boundary between the 
districts of Lisko on the west and of Turka on the east, 
the old boundary between Galicia and Hungary. 

This is the point common to the three frontiers of Poland, Gzecho-Slovakia, and 
Eastern Galicia. 

The Boundary Commission pi'ovided for in the seventh paragraph of Article 83 
of the Treaty of Peace with Germany concluded on June 28, 1919, will have to 
trace on the spot the frontier line described above. . . .*^ 

The remainder of this draft treaty comprised: (i) Article 2, delimiting the territories 
of Czechoslovakia. This article was, apart from minor verbal variation, the same as article 
II, paragraphs 1-4, of the treaty relative to the frontiers of Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia, 
and Czechoslovakia, concluded at Sevres on August 10, 1920 (Treaty Series, 1921, No. 20. 
Cmd. 1 548) ; (ii) a concluding formula prowding, among other things, that the treaty ‘will 
come into force at the same time as the Treaties of Peace with Austria and with Hungaiy. 
The deposit of ratifications will be effected at Paris at the same time as the deposit of ratifi- 
cations of the said Treaties.’ This concluding formula was, however, replaced by tlie alterna- 
tive draft contained in appendix G in the original and approved by the Supreme Council. 
This approved draft was, rnutatis mutandis, the same as the concluding formula (beginning: 
‘The present Treaty, in French, in English and in Italian . . .’) in the aforesaid treaty signed 
at Sevres on August 10, 1920. 



No. 37 


H. D. io8.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Great Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d’Orsqy, Paris, on Saturday, 

December 6, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. 
Arnavon, M. De Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. A-Iatsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 
Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigii. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral McCully, U.S.N., Mr. Ellis L. Dresel, Colonel 
J. A. Logan, Lieut.-Commander Koehler, U.S.N. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Captain Fuller, R.N., Lieut.- 
Commander Dunne, Mr. A. Leeper, Mr. Ibbetson-James. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Laroche, M. Mauclere, M. 
Seydoux, M. Kammerer, M. Sonnolet, M. Cheysson. 

Italy: Rear-Admiral Grassi, M. Dell’Abbadessa, Commandant Fea, 
Commandant Ingianni. 

I. (The Council had before it 5 resolutions passed at meetings of the 
Supreme Economic Council in Rome.^ (See Appendix 

A).) 

M. Loucheur read and commented upon the resolu- 
tions. He added with regard to the question of [? the] 
provisioning of Austria the Committee on Organization of 
the Reparation Commission had examined at a meeting 
held on the preceding day the question of provisioning 
Austria and they were waiting for a reply from the Italian 
Government with reference to the sending of 12,000 tons of cereals to Vienna 
from Trieste following an agreement made between Italy and Austria. Fie 
had also seen Mr. Austen Chamberlain^ in London; the British and French 
Governments were willing to do their utmost to help until the credit opened 
for the provisioning of Austria had been exhausted. With regard to the 
situation of the Armenian refugees in the Caucasus, the Supreme Economic 
Council wished to bring the attention of the Supreme Council to the great 
importance of providing for the provisioning of those refugees and he under- 
stood that the Aniienians had applied to the American Delegation direct. He 
wished to a.sk Mr. Polk what could be done in the matter. 

Colonel Logan stated that a telegram from Mr. Hoover had been received 
The thirty-first session of the Supreme Economic Council had been held in Rome on 
November 21-3, 1919: cf. Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris 
Peace Conference, xgig, vo\. 

2 Chancellor of the Exchequer. 


Resolutions passed at the 
session of the Supreme 
Economic Council in 
Rome; (a) Austria, 

(b) Danger of non- 
ratification, (c) Ar- 
menia, (d) Russia, 

(e) Oil Tankers 
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to the effect that an arrangement had been entered into with the Grain Cor- 
poration to supply 35,000 tons of cereals on credit to Armenia, to be distri- 
buted under Colonel Haskell’s supervision. Furthermore, the American Red 
Gross had given 1,700,000 dollars for relief purposes. 

M. Loucheur said that with regard to the Russian question, he was of 
the opinion that it would be advisable to await a solution of the Russian 
problem before taking any action in the matter. 

Mr. Polk said that he had just received a proposal from the American 
Government on the question of the tank ships which Mr. Dresel would submit 
to the French and British Delegations. He wished to put on record that 
the United States were not now' represented on the Supreme Economic 
Council. 

(The Council took note of the resolutions passed by the Supreme Economic 
Council at Rome and of M. Loucheur’s declarations on the subject.) 


Note from the Com- 
mittee on Organization 
of the Reparation Com- 
mission regarding (a) 
Customs paid on Franco- 
German and Germano- 
Belgian frontiers ; (b) 
payment of German cus- 
toms duties on a Gold 
Basis 


2. (The Council had before it a letter from the President of the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission to the 
President of the Peace Conference, dated November 27th, 
1919, to which were attached a memorandum by the 
American Delegation, two notes from the French Dele- 
gation, and a list of products prohibited from importa- 
tion into Germany, for which the French Government 
asked that free entry into Germany be allowed. (See 
Appendix B).) 

Colonel Logan read and commented upon the 
memorandum presented by the American Delegation 
to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission, dated 
November 27th [?8th], 1919. 

M. Loucheur said that the German Delegation had proposed that the 
German Government be allow'ed to establish the customs duties in gold 
marks, more exactly in paper marks, taking the rate of exchange into account. 
He w'as of the opinion that at the present time no reply should be made to 
Germany before the exchange of deposit of ratifications and the signing of 
the Protocol. On the other hand, a very important question came up in 
which France and Great Britain w'ere especially interested : Germany had 
edicted a series of import prohibitions; it could not be contested that that 
was her right, but she should not be allowed to evade the provisions of the 
Treaty in order to treat the Allies in different ways. He therefore suggested 
that a solution be adjourned until Germany had signed the Protocol and the 
deposit of ratifications had taken place. In the second place, the right of 
prohibiting imports should be connected with the wdiole» question of the 
payment of customs duties. 

Mr. Polk said that, with reference to the memorandum of the American 
representative on the Reparation Commission, the difficulty was that for 
some time past Germany had been applying two principles in the payment 
of German customs duties: in ports she had applied a gold basis, but on her 
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land frontiers payment was being made in paper. That was a discrimination 
in favour of the countries which were importing by land as against those 
importing by sea. 

Colonel Logan said that France and Belgium were paying one-ninth of 
the import duties that Great Britain and America paid on a gold basis. 

M. Lougheur remarked that such a fact had never been brought to his 
attention nor, as far as he was aware, to the notice of the Committee on 
Organization of the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Polk said that Sir John Bradbur }^3 and Mr. Rathbone had botli 
raised the question. 

M. Lougheur said everybody agreed that there should be no different 
treatment between the Allies and that payment of customs duties should be 
made in gold. Pie insisted on what he had said before, that no answer should 
be made to Germany at the present time and that the question of import 
prohibitions should be settled at the same time. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the questions be referred back to the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission for consideration. The 
questions w'-ere covered by Article 269 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany. 

M. Lougheur said he did not agree : the provisions of the Treaty were that 
customs duties should not be changed during a certain lapse of time, but 
payment on a gold basis would entail an increase of customs duties. 

M. Sgialoja thought that it would be advisable to consult the Economic 
Commission, as the questions were not entirely within the province of the 
Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Lougheur remarked that there no longer was an Economic Commission 
and that on the other hand the Committee on Organization of the Repara- 
tion Commission had consulted the economic experts. 

M. Matsui agreed with M. Scialoja, and said that he had some time 
ago, when the Treaty with Germany was being prepared, proposed a clause 
which would have prevented Germany from prohibiting any importations. 
Such a clause had not been accepted, but nevertheless he was of the opinion 
that the economic experts should be heard. 

M. Lougheur said that up to that time they had never referred to Com- 
missions which were charged with the preparation of the Treaty, questions 
of execution of the Treaty; he proposed that representatives of the Allied 
and Associated Powers on the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 
Commission should study the questions in accord with economic experts, and 
Japan would have an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Polk wished to propose the following resolution: that the qucstioiis 
be referred back-^o the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Clom- 
mission with instructions to take the necessary action, without delay and 
further to decide itself such questions in the future. 

M. Lougheur thought that the question was important and should be 

2 Joint Permanent Secretary to the British Treasury and subsequently the principal 
British representative on the Reparation Commission. 
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referred back to the Supreme Council by the Committee on Organization 
of the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Polk asked why this question should come back to the Supreme 
Council. 

M. Glemenceau replied that it was a question involving other matters of 
political importance and that although he agreed in principle with Mr. Polk’s 
proposition, he was of the opinion that the questions should still be referred 
back to the Supreme Council without delay, and that at any rate no action 
should be taken before the Germans had signed the protocol and the deposit 
of ratifications had taken place. 

It was decided : 

(1) to refer back to the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 

Commission in accord with economic experts both the question of 
payment of German customs duties on a gold mark basis, and the 
import prohibition by Germany ; 

(2) that the Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission 

submit immediately a report to the Council ; 

(3) that no reply be given to Germany until she had signed the protocol 

and the Treaty of Peace had come into force. 

3. M. Berthelot said they had received a letter from Bucharest dated 

„ , ^ November 30th which related to an incident which had 

Roumanian Answer ^ ^ i • -u r ^ ■ 

taken place m the past, but wdiich was of a certain impor- 
tance. Before withdrawing, the Government of M. Misii and General 
Vaitoianu had tried to put a negative answer before the Powers : but the 
Allied representatives had evaded such a manoeuvre on the part of the 
Liberal party. 

Telegrams sent from Bucharest between December 2nd and 4th gave the 
following information : M. Vaida-Voevod, before seeing the King of Rou- 
mania, had had a conference with the Allied representatives, the result of 
which was that as regards requisitions in Hungary Vaida-Voevod would be 
ready to accept the appointment of an Inter-Allied mixed Commission as 
proposed but maintained that it would be impossible that such a Commission 
should have the power to inflict penalties ; on the other hand, the Roumanian 
army would withdraw to the boundaries fixed by the Peace Conference. 
He would take note of the assurances given by the Supreme Council, and 
expressed his conviction that the Council would be able to find a solution 
satisfactory to Roumania. It had been feared for some time that the King 
would call to power M. Maniu, but in the morning of December 3rd 
M, Maniu had refused, and M. Vaida-Voevod had been asked to form a 
cabinet. Thereupon M. Vaida-Voevod had consulted all the political 
leaders with the exception of the Liberals, and had cos.icludcd from liis 
consultation that they would be in favour of the signature by Roumania ; he 
had authorised the Allied representatives at Bucharest to telegraph to Paris 
that the majority of the parties was in favour of Roumania’s signature and 
promised to sign if the King accepted the Cabinet. 

M. Antonescii, furthermore, was about to arrive in Bucharest; under those 
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conditions one could well hope that a satisfactory telegram would be re- 
ceived from Roumania within the time limit laid down by the Council. 
(The meeting then adjourned.) 

(The Heads of Delegations then held a conference in camera.)^ 

Hotel de Crillon, 

Paris, December 6, igig. 

In telegram No. 1667 of December 6 to Lord Curzon (received December 7), Sir E. 
Crowe reported of this meeting: ‘At the request of Monsieur Clemenceau, the secretaries 
and experts then left the room and the five plenipotentiaries discussed the situation pro- 
duced by the attitude of Germany, with the assistance of Mr. Dresel, a member of the 
United States Delegation, who had had an inter\dew with M. von Lersner.’ In telegram 
No. 1662 of even date (i-eceived 9.25 p.m., December 6) Sir E. Crowe reported: 

‘Supreme Council settled to-day text of proposed note to German Delegation [v. inf.] ; 
it is on lines which I have already foreshadowed. It makes concessions respecting Scapa 
reparation in a form of words accepted as entirely satisfactory by Americans. It also meets 
German objection as regards reservation of right to resort to military action, which had 
formed part of Protocol. 

‘On this and on all other points five plenipotentiaries were unanimous. Further evidence 
was produced to show that there is every reason to expect that German Delegation will 
sign. The Americans have had a further interview with Lersner in which they categorically 
told him that in regard to these matters America and Allies were solid. Both M. Clemen- 
ceau and Italian Delegate had independent information that Germans will accept. 

‘In the circumstances M. Clemenceau strongly urged, and both American and Italian 
agreed, that it was absolutely necessary not to show any w'eakness in wording of our reply 
as this alone might make Germans hesitate. The note accordingly terminates with following 
passage which I translate literally from the French (Begins). 

‘ “Until Treaty of Peace comes into operation the denunciation of Armistice suffices to 
leave Allied armies every latitude as regards such military measures as they might consider 
necessary. If German Government continues to defer signature of Protocol and thereby 
definitely ratify Treaty Supreme Council are determined without further delay to place 
Germany in face of a rupture of Armistice with all the consequences which would follow 
therefrom (Ends).” 

‘All my colleagues expressed greatest anxiety to get this note off to Germans at once. 
They are convinced that delay can only encourage Germany to believe Allies are not united. 
I promised to do my best to obtain by telephone your and Prime Minister’s authority to 
sign note if possible to-day or at least not later than to-morrow. 

‘Monsieur Clemenceau repeated message which he sent through Lord Derby yesterday 
that if, contrary to expectation, German answer to this note should be unsatisfactory he 
would at once proceed to London to consult Prime Minister but both he and Mr, Polk made 
earnest personal appeal to me to do what I could to obtain immediate assent to despatch 
of note. 

‘I trrjst in the circumstances that it may be possible for Your Lordship to obtain Prime 
Minister’s consent and to let me have necessary authority if possible in course of the day. 

‘I shall send by bag to-night actual text of draft note. It differs only in small particulars 
from original draft [not printed: cf. No. 36, minute 2] sent yesterday except that concluding 
paragrapli which I have (? quoted) takes place of original concluding paragraph.’ 

The draft of December 6 read as follows : 

‘Monsieur le President, 

‘ I . Le Conseil Supreme a pris connaissance de la communication verbale que vous avez 
faite, le decembre, au nom du Gouvernement allemand. 

‘2. Les notes des i®*' et 22 novembre ont defini la responsabilite du Gouvernement 
allemand dans le retard de la ratification du Traite, et leurs conclusions demeurent. 

‘3. La suggestion concernant un pretendu droit pour I’Allemagne de demander (en 
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compensation de Tabsence des delegu& americains dans les Commissions jusqu’^ la ratifi- 
cation du Traite par les £tats-Unis) une modification des clauses du traite concernant les 
livraisons des coupables et le retour des prisonniers de guerre, n’est pas fondee. Aux termes 
des clauses finales du Traite, celui doit entrer en vigueur d^s que rAllemagne et trois des 
Pi'incipales Puissances Alliees et Associees Pont ratifie: ce serait en vain que I’Allemagne 
chercherait k subordonner cette mise en vigueur a une nouvelle condition, la presence des 
delegues americains dans les Commissions. 

‘4. li est inexact que le point de vue allemand ait ete admis a cet egard le 14 octobre. 

‘5. II est egalement inexact que MM. von Simson et von Lersner aient ete invites le 
20 novembre a des negociations orales et ecrites au sujet du Frotocole du i®*' novembre. 
II leur a ete dit sirnplement cj;ue, saisi d’une note ecrite, le Gouvernemeut allernand devait 
repondre par ecrit aux seules stipulations qui y etaient formulees. 

‘6. Le Conseil Supreme estime que I’ai'ticle 221 du Traite de paix (relatif au retour des 
prisonniers de guerre) est parfaitement explicite et n’a nul besoin d’etre complete. La 
France a deja declare a piusieurs reprises qu’elle libererait les prisonniers cL^s la mise en 
vigueur du Traite: elle n’a aucune raison de Ic repeter a nouveau. 

‘7. Le Conseil ne s’arrete qu’aux objections presentees a la demande des compensations 
pour la destruction de la flotte allemande a Scapa Flow, et a la prevision des mesures 
eventuelles de coercition militaire Ibrmulee par la note des allies le i®‘' novembre, 

‘8. Une reponse separee et ci-jointe est donnee^S. la note allemande du 24 novembre sur 
Scapa Flow [see No. 34, appendix G and No. 36, note 6]. Avant de faire leur demande, les 
Puissances Alliees et Associees ont examine cette question. Elies ne partagent pas les appre- 
hensions du Gouvernement allemand, en ce qui concerne les efiets d’ordre economique qui 
en resulteraient pour les ports allemands, Elies maintiennent le protocole tel qu’il est 
redige, Apr^s avoir re^u I’etat complet de tous les docks flottants, grues flottantes, remor- 
queurs et dragues demande par le protocole, les Puissances Alliees et Associees feront con- 
naitre leur choix, tenant compte de la situation economique generale des ports allemands. 
Si ensuite le Gouvernement allemand croit pouvoir demontrer qu’une des dites demandes 
est de nature a porter une grave atteinte a la capacite de TAUemagne de satisfaire a scs 
besoins legitimes pour ce qui regarde le maintien de la navigation fluviale ou a d’autres 
int^rets vitaux d’ordre economique du m6me genre, le Gouvernement allemand pourra 
presenter ses revendications aux Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees qui, de leur c 6 t 4 
seront prdtes k les examiner dans un esprit d’equite, apres audition de la Commission des 
Reparations, 

‘9, En ce qui concerne le dernier paragraphe du Protocole du 1°^ novembre, le Conseil 
Supreme estime que la signature du dit Protocole et le depot des ratification.s determineront 
la mise en vigueur du Traite et par consequent I’etat de paix. D«ls lots, rex<icution des 
clauses du protocole, condition de la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, sera garantie par 
les stipulations generales de ce Traite, ainsi que par les methodes ordinaires reconnues par 
le droit des gens. 

To. Jusqu’i la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, une denunciation de I’armistice suffit 
pour donner aux armees alliees toute latitude en vue des mesures militaires qu’elles 
jugeraient necessaires. Si le Gouvernement allemand continue a differer la signature du 
protocole du novembre et par la la ratification definitive du Traite, le Conseil Supreme 
est decide ^ mettre, sans plus de retard, i’Allemagne en face d’une rupture de I’armistice 
avec toutes les consequences qui en r&ultent. 

Ti. Veuillez agreer, etc.’ 

Lord Gurzon, in his telegram No. 1451 of midnight, December 6, informed Sir E. Crowe: 

‘A meeting of the Cabinet was held tonight to consider Note as aqiended. Grave mis- 
giving was felt as to form of final paragraph which threatens Germany with definite rupture 
of armistice. We are uncertain both as to wisdom of such a threat, and as to effect that may 
be produced upon German Government. We suggest the following amended version which 
we earnestly trust that all your colleagues will be willing to accept. 

‘Begins: “The Allies must insist therefore that there should be no further delay in tb.e 
signature of the Protocol and the conclusion of Peace.” Ends. 
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‘Kerr is coining over to give full explanations, should these be required, and will be in 
Paris tomorrow (Sunday) morning. 

‘Please reserve room.’ 

Sir E. Crowe, in his telegram No. 1670 of December 7, reported to Lord Gurzon; 
‘Mr. Kerr and I saw M. Clemenceau to-night on his return from country. He agrees to 
omission of second sentence of concluding paragraph of note. The first sentence of that 
paragraph really forms part of argument in preceding paragraph 9, which contains with- 
drawal from position we had talcen up in protocol. The protocol had explicitly reserved 
right of Allies in case of non-fulfilment of its conditions to resort to such military measures 
as might be required to enforce their demands. To this Germans objected that as signature 
of Protocol is to coincide with coming into force we should at once come under conditions 
of peace which would not admit of one party proceeding to reopen hostilities without a fresh 
declaration of war. We have recognized force of this argument and conceded German point 
by saying that once peace is re-established by coming into force of treaty or deposit of 
ratifications, the treaty itself will afford necessary guarantees for enforcement of stipulations 
of Protocol and that ordinary rules of law of nations, i.e. no hostilities prior to declaration 
of war, will apply. But we add . . . [text uncertain] in first sentence of concluding paragraph, 
until treaty of peace does become operative, the Allies retain power to resort to military 
measures by simply terminating armistice. 

‘This is a statement of fact. It is moreover merely a restatement of what was already said 
to Germans in note in which we invited them to sign Protocol. To withdraw this warning' 
altogether in face of Germany having recalled her delegates in answer to request to sign 
protocol seems to M. Clemenceau to go too far. He is however willing to attenuate sentence 
by making it quite clear that, whilst conceding German view of true position as regards 
resort to military measures, we recall warning already given that such resort though not 
compatible with a state of peace w'ould always remain open to Allies under regime of a 
prolonged armistice, 

‘M. Clemenceau would accordingly accept following wording for concluding paragraph 
— I translate literally from French : 

‘ “Until treaty comes into force we remind Germany once more {me derniere fois) that a 
denunciation of the armistice suffices to leave Allied armies every latitude as regards such 
military measures as they may consider necessary. This being the situation (literally : dans 
cet esprit) we await signature of the Protocol and deposit of ratifications without further 
delay,” 

‘M. Clemenceau reiterates his firm conviction that even in this revised form the note 
would undoubtedly lead to Germany’s prompt acceptance of our demands. 

‘We said that of course we had ho authority to accept this w'ording but we agreed to refer 
it to His Majesty’s Government. He was emphatic as to his inability to go any further in his 
concessions to British view and earnestly requested our acceptance. He repeated what he 
had already declared at Supreme Council, that French Government did not in any case 
contemplate military operations at present juncture. 

‘M. Clemenceau cordially agreed to come over to London on Wednesday or Thursday 
provided that this question was decided and out of the way. , . 

Lord Gurzon, in his telegram No. 1452 of 12.4.5 P-^- December 8, instructed Sir E. 
Crowe: ‘His Majesty’s Government authorize you to accept form of final paragraph as now 
proposed and to sign to-day. Prime Minister and I look forward with pleasure to promised 
visit of Monsieur Clemenceau, and we think you shorild come over at same time to advise 
as to future conduct of affairs.’ 

The draft text of J)ecember 6 thus became the final text of December 8 subject to the 
amendment of the last paragraph. The final text was published in the British press on 
December 9. 
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Appendix A to No. 37 
Resolutions of the Supreme Economic Council 

The Supreme Economic Council having taken knowledge of the decision (h. d. 
94/1 [2])^ of the Supreme Council, and particularly of Pars. 2 and 5, esteems that, 
considering the general coal and production situation throughout the entire world, 
it is necessary that the German tankers be utilized; it requests that immediate 
measures be adopted covering the utilization of these vessels for the transportation 
of mineral oils which may be used to supply the needs of countries suffering from 
coal shortage. 

The Supreme Economic Council having taken note of the affirmations of Lord 
Gurzon relative to the critical situation actually existing in Armenia,^ desirous 
[desires] to show its sympathy for the Armenians and to express its regret that it 
has no available resources to offer assistance to Armenia. 

The Supreme Economic Council esteems that the assistance necessitated by the 
Armenians in distress, as well as the assistance necessitated by Austria, concerns not 
only the Powers represented on the Supreme Economic Council, but all the civilized 
peoples of the world. 

The Supreme Economic Council deems it opportune to indicate to the Presidency 
of the Conference in Paris the increasing danger to which the economic life of all 
the Allied countries is exposed by the delay in the exchange of the Peace Treaty 
ratifications. 

The Supreme Economic Council has taken note of the decision of the Supi'eme 
Council of November 1 5th,^ charging the G.O.C.R.® 'with the duty of studying the 
problems concerning the provisioning of Austria. 

The Supreme Economic Council which was previously able partly to relieve 
Austria’s distress thanks to credits granted by England, France, Italy and with the 
assistance of America, finds itself at the present moment without the power and 
necessary resources to render efficacious assistance, and it can only in the most 
pressing manner draw the attention of t^>e Supreme Council to the extreme 
urgency of finding a solution capable of remedying a tragic situation which cannot 
continue without imperilling the security and the honour of the civilized nations of 
the entire world, who will have to bear the responsibility for it. 

5 No. 24, minute 2. 

A letter of November 15, 1919, from Mr. Spicer, Assistant Secretary in the Foreign 
Office, to the British Secretary of the Supreme Economic Council had stated in part: 
‘While Lord Curzon understands that the relief funds at the disposal of the Supreme 
Economic Council, which could properly be applied to purposes of Armenian relief, are 
exhausted, His Lordship considers it in the highest degree desirable that tlie urgent necessity 
of doing something to succour the Armenians in the Caucasus, of whom there are under- 
stood to be 300,000 refugees from Asia Minor alone in addition to the Armenian inhabitants, 
should be brought to the attention of the Supreme Economic Council. 

‘Lord Gurzon would point out that the destitute condition of these binfortunate people is 
to a large extent the consequence of the regrettable though unavoidable delay in the con- 
clusion of peace with Turkey, which prevents the re-establishment of settled conditions 
throughout .Anatolia, which on humanitarian grounds cannot be exaggerated, and the 
responsibility for which must to some extent be borne by the Allies themselves.’ 

See No. 23, minute 5. 

® Committee on Organization of the Reparation Commission. 
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The Supreme Economic Council has also taken note of the declarations of the 
English, French and Italian treasuries, attesting the impossibility of increasing the 
financial charges of countries whose resources have suffered so seriously from the war. 

The Council finds that in any case the financial resources required should be 
furnished not only by the Governments participating in the Supreme Economic 
Council, but by all the other nations and it recommends the examination of the 
possibility of an international action of this kind. 

The Supreme Economic Council, wishing at the earliest possible moment to 
place the surplus stocks of food of South Russia (as compared to the local needs 
of this region) at the disposal of general revictualling, draws the attention of the 
Council of Five to the necessity of considering, in anticipation of the time when 
Moscow and Petrograd become accessible, to [?the] supplying of food to the 
population of these cities. 

Appendix B to No. 37 
Document i 

Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission. 

November 27, igig. 

Secretariat. C.R. No. 442 

From: President of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission. 
To: President of the Peace Conference. 

I have the honour to forward you herewith copy of a note delivered to the 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission by the American 
Delegate.'* 

This note raises the two following questions : 

I St) The necessity for the immediate creation, by the German Government, of 
a customs control along the Franco-German and Belgo-German frontiers. 

The Organization Committee recognizes that it is to the interest of the Allied and 
Associated Powers to see a customs control established which would increase 
Germany’s capacity of paying the debt incumbent upon her under the head of 
reparations. Besides, it appears from the most recent information that this customs 
control has recently been established. 

2nd) The possibility of Germany exacting the payment of this duty on the basis 
of the value of the mark gold, insofar as such duty would not be in contradiction 
with the stipulations of Article 269 of the Peace Treaty. 

The Organization Committee believes that it should recall that this question 
was discussed during the course of a conference with the German Delegates, at 
Versailles, on October 10. 

That Conference, while not unfavourable to the payment of duties in gold, took 
advantage of it as an instrument to be used in exerting pressure on Germany and 
laid dowm the condition that Germany would have to furnish guarantees that the 
customs system (mtliout Allied supervision) of granting importation licences for 
Germany would not in any way conflict with the application of Articles 264-5 and 
-6 of the Treaty. 

Under these conditions, the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission renounced, for the time being, exacting the immediate payment of duties 
® Document a in this appendix. 
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in gold, in spite of the interest of this measure from a point of view of reparations, 
in order to not deprive the Supreme Council of an instrument of pressure in its 
relations with Germany. 

As this has been shown as unsatisfactory up to the present time, and the German 
reply concerning importation licences (copy of which is hereto annexed) being very 
ambiguous, the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission decided, 
in the course of its session of November 14, 1919, to indicate to the Supz'eme Council 
the important interest there would be from a reparations point of view to have a 
solution made which would permit Germany to make collections, without delay, 
of duties on a basis of the value of the mark gold. 

Kindly accept, etc. 

Lougheur. 


Document 2 

JVote: Necessity of the immediate creation by the German Government of a Customs 
Control on the French-German and Belgian-German Frontiers 
B-172. 8 Nove?nber, igiQ. 

The American Government instructed its Delegation to call the attention of the 
C.O.G.R.8 to the fact that it constantly receives reports mentioning that, on account 
of the absence of the customs control on the French-German and Belgian- German 
frontiers, important quantities of various kinds of products were and are, every day, 
imported to the occupied German territory. 

The American Government cannot be indifferent to the existence of such a 
state of things, which deprives Germany of an important source of revenue and, 
consequently, has direct influence on its capacity to pay the debt which is incum- 
bent upon her, under the reparations item. 

The American Delegation is aware that, in order to assure its own protection, 
the German Government established on the right bank of the Rhine a customs 
control on the frontier of the territories occupied by the Allies. 

After the ratification of the Peace Treaty, Germany will have the right to estab- 
lish a customs control on the Frexich, German and Belgian frontiei's, but the gravity 
of the situation seems to justify immediate measures. Therefore, w^e propose that 
the Organization Committee should suggest to the Supreme Council to give the 
German Government an official notification of the authorization granted to it to 
institute this customs control under the date of November 20; and add that, 
according to the provisions of Article 269 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, the 
Allied and Associated Governments allow that the payment of the duties imposed 
be effected on the basis of the value of the gold mark, as far as these duties are not 
in contradiction with the stipulations of the said article. 

Document 3 

Memorandum submitted by the German Delegation on the Importation Policy 

To ; The Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission, Paris, 

Referring to the interview which took place on October 1 1 with Mr. Mauclere, 
I take the liberty to forward to you herewith a memorandum concerning the appli- 
Documents 3 and 4 in this appendix. 



cation of the prohibitions to importations to Germany.” This memorandum 
explains the point of view of the German Government such as it is, according to the 
opinion of the Under-Secretary of State, Mr. Bergmann, of Mr. von Le Suire, and 
of myself. 

In conformity with the discussion which took place, I again remarked that 
it is very urgent and important for us to immediately re-establish the German 
customs houses, all along the frontier, for the application of the customs regulations 
and of the prohibitions of imports and exports. Therefore, I earnestly reiterate the 
request to cancel the instructions contrary thereto, which were given to the 
occupying authorities. Besides, I beg you to kindly inform me as soon as possible 
when the discussions will start, concerning the imports from Alsace-Lorraine, and 
during which it would be advisable to deal with the question of the imports from 
France in general. 

Dr. Schmitt. 

Document 4 

Memorandum concerning the Application of the Prohibition to Import to Germany 

In the meeting of October 10 of this year, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments raised the question as to whether it would not be necessary to guarantee the 
uniform application of the German prohibitions to import, with respect to all 
countries, by determining certain quotas for the various goods to be imported and 
distributing these quotas in an equal manner. It seems that such a method cannot 
be realized. There is a fundamental difference between the application of pro- 
hibitions to import by the Allied and Associated Governments and by Germany. 
This difference is caused by the diversity of the situation. It is possible to determine 
quotas in the Allied and Associated countries for the importation of various goods, 
because the Allied and Associated Governments have so many items at their dis- 
posal that they can pay for the importation of goods in w'-ay of quotas. On the 
contrary, in Germany it is not possibie- to determine any quotas because Germany 
has no items at all, or very little, at her disposal. Therefore, in Germany it will be 
necessary to proceed otherwise. In general and in principle, Germany should 
prohibit all importations, and only make exceptions in certain cases, by an especial 
authorization. 

Thus, there is in Germany a general prohibition to import. This prohibition 
concerns all goods. It was cancelled for certain goods; for a certain category of 
other goods, the customs houses were authorized in general to allow the importa- 
tion of the goods in question to Germany, without special authorization. A list 
will be made and sent to you of the goods for which the prohibition to import 
was cancelled, as well as a list of the authorizations given to the customs houses. 
Besides, exceptions will be made to this prohibition to import, as above mentioned, 
in certain cases, by special authorization. These authorizations will be granted by 
a central service in Berlin. They should mention, in a precise manner, the names 
of the sender and of the recipient, as well as the kind and the quantity of the goods. 
They will be granted when the central seiwice thinks that the importation of those 
goods does not prejudice the aims of the prohibition to import; therefore, it will be 
wiien the necessary items for the payment of the goods will be available, or when 
credits will be granted on these goods, for a period long enough and under favour- 
able conditions, or w-hen the exportation of German goods will compensate the im- 
“ Document 4 in tills appendix. 
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portation of the goods in question, either as a result of a special exchange, or of an 
agreement between two different states. It is not possible to establish detailed 
principles with regard, to the question in which cases especial authorization can be 
granted, on account of the diversity of relations and of the difficult situation in 
which Germany finds itself. In particular, it is impossible to determine in general 
the conditions of credit. 

The German prohibition to import constitutes a temporary measure intended 
to surmount the consequences of the war and should be cancelled when the situa- 
tion again becomes normal. At present, however, it is absolutely impossible to do 
without it, or else, the German rate of exchange could not again become normal. 
In future, the proliibitions to import could only exist as far as the various nations 
will agree on them; for instance, for hygienic reasons, for reasons of public security, 
for measures taken by the League of Nations, pursuant to hostile manifestations, 
for the application of monopolies and similar institutions, and for the execution of 
a national economic policy. On the other hand, it is out of the question to apply 
the German prohibition to import in such a manner that the goods of the various 
countries would be treated in different ways. This cannot be, on account of the 
very spirit of this prohibition. On the contrary, the German prohibition to export 
will be applied in a uniform manner by the Allied and Associated Pow''ers [j'zV] 
(Article 264, alinea 2, Peace Conditions). As to the goods coming from the pro- 
ducing countries, if the items are available in order to effect the payment of the 
goods, if the necessary credits are gi'anted, or exchange questions, either for each 
different case, or subsequent to agreements between the states, do not prejudice 
the German rate of exchange \sic\. In case it should happen that goods are offered 
by various countries to the Allied and Associated Governments for importation and 
under the same conditions, it should be considered, in fact, whether contingents 
can be fixed to the various countries in question. However, in the present state of 
affairs, it seems absolutely unlikely that this case might happen. 

Document 5^® 

Note for the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference 

German Commercial Regime. Proposal of the French Delegation. 

1 . In a meeting which took f)lace on October loth last with the German Delega- 
tion, the Allied representatives asked how the German Government intended to 
apply Articles 265 and 266 of the Peace Treaty, in regard to the German imports 
and exports. 

The German Delegation only replied that the prohibition to import constitutes 
a measure without which it is impossible to do at the present time. 

2. The prohibition to import which affect[s] nearly ail the goods upon their 
importation to Germany, and the control existing on these imports, enables 
Germany to make differences to the detriment of the trade of any of the Allied and 
Associated States ; consequently, it is contrary to the stipulations of Article 265 of 
the Peace Treaty. 

3. The same difference is made for the exports which are subjected to a very 
strict control, as different prices are established or determined, according to the 
import countries. 

These provisions are contrary to Article 266 of the Peace Ti'eaty. 

Documents 5 and 6 are transposed in the original. 



4- Now, the German Government requests the right to require the payment of 
the customs duties on the basis of the gold mark, on the French and Belgian frontiers, 
as is already done on its maritime frontiers; the French Delegation considers that, 
from the reparations point of view, it is advisable to give this authorization to the 
German Government; but it thinks that it is also advisable to examine from the 
same point of view the question of the measures taken by this Government, in order 
to reduce the freedom of imports and exports, 

5, Although the economic recovery of Germany is necessary to enable her to 
repair the damages which she made, notably in France, it is no less necessary that 
the trade of the Allied and Associated Countries, and in particular that of France, 
be not directly prejudiced by this recovery. 

6, That is why the French Government, after having closely studied the 
measures taken by the German Government, in order to regulate the import and 
export of goods, declares that its adhesion to the payment in gold of the customs 
duties on the German frontier is subordinated to the following conditions : 

(a) Germany will restore full freedom of import for the products, a list of which 
is hereto annexedd^ 

(b) In case it should not, from the Reparations point of view, appear possible to 
lift the embargo on all those products, quotas will be established and distributed 
between the export countries, according to the average of the last three pre-war 
years, provided the share of France may not be under the average of her imports 
during the last three years, the calculation being made in weight. 

(c) Germany will authorize, without restriction, the export of all spare parts for 
machines and rolling stock of all kinds exported from Germany. Besides, as 
Germany forbids the export of certain products which do not appear on the 
prohibition list, but for the reasons that they are provided for, either for deliveries 
to be made, or because they are used as substitutes, no prohibition of this kind will 
be made or maintained without the approval of the Reparations Commission. 

7, The Articles which do not appear on the present prohibition list of imports 
and exports should freely go in and out, and this freedom should not be restricted, 
directly or indirectly. 

Document 6*^ 

List of Products appearing on the German List of Prohibitions to Import and of which 
the French Government requests the Free Entry to Germany 

1 . Wines of all kinds, including aperitive and medical wines. 

2. Cognacs and brandies, and other products made fi'om natural alcohol of wine, 
of fruit or fruit seeds. 

3. Bonded liquors. 

4. Flowers, plants and foliage for ornamental purposes. 

5. Seeds. 

6 . Abrasives. ^ 

7. Graphite, plumbago, and stove-blacking. 

8. Soaps of all kinds and in all forms. 

9. Resins, gxims, lacs and varnishes. 

10, Animal and vegetable wax. 

11. Slaughter-house waste of all kinds. 

Document 6 in this appendix. 
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12. Phosphates, superphosphates and dephosphoration dross. 

13. Tartar, tartaric acid and tartrates of all kinds. 

14. Rock salt and sea salt. 

15. Tanning and tinctorial woods and their extracts. 

16. Chrome, nickel, cobalt, antimony, and their ores and alloys. 

17. Turpentine. 

Miscellaneous perfumes. 

19. Glues and gelatines. 

20. Medicines and patent medicines. 

21. Silks and miscellaneous silk goods, natural or artificial. 

22. Woven stuffs and pure or mixed woollen stuffs, carpets, blankets and similar 
articles. 

23. Cotton threads and cloths of all kinds, pure or adulterated. 

24. Men’s, women’s or children’s garments of all kinds. 

25. Hats and hat trimmings. 

26. Finished leathers and skins. 

27. Baskets and basket work. 

28. Exotic woods, in the rough or finished. 

29. Corks and cork articles. 

30. Porcelain and china articles. 

3 1 . Glasses and optic articles. 

32. Mirrors and crystal, cast or blown. 

33. Iron and iron alloys. 

34. Plates or copper threads; all kinds of articles made of pure or alloyed copper. 

35. Motor vehicles for passengers or goods; spare parts. 

36. Spare parts for bicycles and motorcycles. 


No. 38 

H.D. 109.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
December y, igig, at lo.go a.rn. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt, Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned ; 

U.S.A.: Rear Admiral McGully, Mr. L. Dresel, Dr. I. Bowman. 

British Empire: Gapt. Hinchley-Gooke, Lt. GoL Kisch. 

France: 'hi. Laroche, M. Kammerer, M. Gheysson. 

Gen. Gavallero, Goi. Gastoldi. 

M. Shigemitsu. 



Cost of Administration 
of Western Thrace 


[Not printed]^ 


2. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation (see 
Appendix B^) . On M. Glemenceau’s proposal ; 
Beleo-German Consen- j • j j 

tioCdatbetothH.- It was decided: 

imbursernetit of German to refer that question to the Organization Committee 

Marks held by Belgium of the Reparation Commission, for examination and 
report (see Appendix B^). 


3. The Council had before it a note from the Polish Delegation (see 
Appendix G). 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon that document. 


After a short discussion, it was decided: 

to refer to the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission 
the examination of questions relative to the rights of Poland to reparation, 
brought up by the note from the Polish Delegation (see Appendix C). 


* The Supreme Council considered a letter from General Franchet d’Esperey to M. 
Clemenceau, dated November 15, 1919 (appendix A in original), in which it was stated that 
‘owing to the almost complete abstention of Italy and England, France remains the only 
large power taking part in this occupation [of Western Thrace] with rather important 
forces and, consequently, obliged to shoulder considerable expense. To my mind, these 
expenses cannot be borne by us.’ General Franchet d’Esperey explained that in order to 
safeguard the interests of the French Treasury he had instituted an ‘absolute separation’ of 
(i) Military expenditure : ‘As France is operating in Thrace as the mandatory of the Allied 
and Associated Powers, the expenses occasioned by this occupation should be paid, either 
by being distributed among all the Powers, or else by the State to which Thrace will finally 
be attributed.’ (ii) Civil expenditure: ‘Expenses of a civilian character will be entirely 
charged to the Thracian budget. According to the instructions of the Conference, the local 
authorities have been maintained, and under the control of officers of the Occupation Corps, 
persons of the countiy have been chosen to take the place of high Bulgarian functionaries 
whom it was impossible to maintain. A rough draft of the budget shows 6,000,000 expendi- 
tures and 8,000,000 assets — the bom making it possible to reimburse, gradually, the military 
expenses. In order to enable the Government of Western Thrace to function from the 
beginning, I am having a credit of 1,500,000 francs awarded to it.’ 

In the course of discussion ‘Sir Eyre Crowe said he wished to remark that from the docu- 
ment before them it was only a question of meeting the costs of present military occupation, 
as the civilian costs were entirely covered by the local budget. General Franchet d’Esperey 
pointed out that the proposed budget for the territories in question foresaw an excess of 
receipts of two millions. That circumstance seemed to him a means of evading the present 
difficulty. Such ai^,, excess might allow for the reimbursement, little by little, of advances 
made for the military' occupation.’ In reply ‘M. Laroche said that estimation only referred 
to a budget which was not yet working. General Franchet d’Esperey had even had to 
accord to the govenmient of Western Thrace an advance of 1,500,000 francs to enable it 
to function until such time when a regular financial regime should be established.’ In 
conclusion the Supreme Council decided to refer the question back, for examination and 
report, to ‘the Financial Commission, in accord with the Central Territorial Committee’. 

2 Not printed. 



4. The Council had before it a list of outstanding questions to be settled^ 
drawn up by the Secretariat General (see Appendix D). 
Recapitulation of ^ ^ Berthelot read that document. He said it would 

^te^settM be interesting to have Mr. Polk point out to the Council 

before his impending departure those questions upon 
which he had received instructions and those he was not ready to discuss. 

Mr. Polk said that he had received a reply from Washington on the first 
question concerning the reorganization of the Supreme War Council of 
Versailles. He would take the liberty to speak about it with Mr. Glemenceaii 
after the meeting. 


M. Glemenceau said he would be happy to have a conversation with 
Mr. Polk on the subject. Then the question could be submitted at its next 
meeting. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he had not yet received a final reply from his Govern- 
ment, but he thought that their military experts favoured the adoption of the 
proposal which had been submitted them. 

Mr. Polk said that with regard to the extradition of the Kaiser he did not 


see why the question should come up again before the Council, 

M. Berthelot asked whether there did not still remain the question of 
defining under what conditions the request for extradition should be drawn. 
Sir Eyre Crowe said that the text of the note to be addressed to the Dutch 


Government asking for the extradition of Wilhelm II had been settled a long 


time ago. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought the Togo-Cameroun Question was a 
question for the Council of the League of Nations. 

M. Glemenceau did not agree. He said there had been decisions of the 
Conference on that question, and that he had conferred about it, especially 
with Mr. Lloyd George. 

Mr. Polk said there had also been conversations on the subject in London 
between Mr. Lloyd George and Colonel House. The question had not come 
up before the Council during the time he had been present. 

M. Glemenceau stated the question would be examined by the Council at 
its next meeting, and the minutes of the Council relating to that subject 
might be consulted. 

M, Berthelot said that with regard to the designation of the authorities 
to whom should be remitted the sums mentioned in Article 259 of the Treaty 
of Versailles, they were confronted by an Italian request. The question of 
substance had already been settled; it was merely a matter of designating the 


competent authorities. 

Mr. Polk said he did not remember that the question had been discussed 


in his presence. 

M. Glemenceau said that question might be put on the agenda of the next 
day’s meeting. 

M. Berthelot said the Italian Delegation had also brought up a request 
regarding the attribution to Italy, in the former German Colonies, of coaling 
stations for transatlantic navigation. 
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Mr. Polk said he could not take any position on that point without 
instructions from his Government. 

M. DE Martino said he did not insist to have that question put on the 
following day\s agenda. 

M. Berthelot said that the question raised by the creation of a committee 
for the distribution of rolling stock of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire 
had already come up many times before the Council, ^ and could be discussed 
the following day in the presence of Mr. Loucheur. On the other hand, he 
did not think that there w^as any need of putting on the agenda the question 
of the attribution of Western Thrace. 

Mr. Polk said that it would certainly be impossible for him to give on the 
following day a final reply on that question. 

M. Berthelot said that amongst the questions which concerned all the 
Allies, there remained to be settled the general distribution of enemy mer- 
chant shipping, as well as that of oil tank steamers. 

Mr. Polk said that with regard to the question of oil tank steamers Mr. 
Dresel, who would remain in Paris, would continue the negotiations with Sir 
Eyre Crowe and Mr. Henry Berenger. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the question of the distribution of mer- 
chant tonnage did not concern exclusively the Reparation Commission. 

M. Berthelot said he would submit a note to the Council at its next 
meeting. They would then have certain objections to put forward, notably 
on private agreements which had taken place between some of the interested 
countries. 

He thought it would also be necessary to settle the question of the cost of 
the armies of occupation. Differences in points of view had taken place on the 
subject, and Mr. Polk had proposed that only a fraction of those costs should 
enjoy a priority right with regard to reparations to be made by Germany.-^ 

Mr. Polk said he had made a suggestion of that kind, but from a per- 
sonal point of view, without binding his Government. Now the American 
Treasury did not agree with the views he had expressed at that time. He 
thought the question might be referred to the Organization Committee of 
the Reparation Commission which might, after examination of same, submit 
a report to the Council of Ambassadors. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that that question concerned the military experts 
rather than the Reparations Commission. He thought, furthermore, that an 
agreement had already been made. 

M. Berthelot said he would look up the texts and see where the matter 
stood: the question might come up the following day before the Council. 

Mr. Polk said that he would, as a matter of fact, be enabled to give a 
decision at the sext meeting on the subject. 

M. Berthelot said that the great questions of general policy could not, 
evidently, be settled on the following day. There would, therefore, remain 
only the question of distribution of costs for the Ghambery-Turin Railroad. 

General Gavallero said that was a question of improvements which had 

3 See No. 35, note 3. 4 See Vol, I, No. 68, minute i. 
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been made on the Modane Railway during the war. They had been decided 
upon by the Supreme Military Council of Versailles and had for principal 
object to improve, in the common interest of the Allies, the conditions of 
military transportation between France and Italy. It had been decided, in 
principle, to distribute the costs between Great Britain, America, France and 
Italy. It still remained to determine the total cost of the work and the conditions 
under which the distribution should take place. That question had already 
been examined at different times by the Supreme War Council at Versailles 
and by other Commissions. A final solution, however, had not yet been 
obtained. 

M. DE Martino said that the Italian Delegation had sent to the Secretariat 
General, at its request, a list of the questions it believed should be taken up 
by the Supreme Council. He noticed that a certain number of those questions 
did not figure on the list submitted to them by the Secretariat Geiieral. He 
was quite ready to discuss the opportunity of putting on the list such or such 
a question, but he would have liked to have been enabled to point out the 
reasons for which the Italian Delegation thought it advisable that those 
questions should be discussed, and also to hear the arguments of the other 
side. He thought it would be opportune for the Secretaries of the various 
Delegations, assisted, if need be, by technical experts, to agree between 
themselves to put on or leave off such and such a question. 

M. DE St. Quentin said that it was easy to take up, point by point the 
enumeration which figured on the list prepared by the Italian Delegation. 
There was first a proposal for the appointment of a commission for the 
execution of colonial clauses provided for in the Treaty of Versailles. They 
had been of the opinion that the approaching coming into force of the Treaty 
made it unnecessary to organize such a commission, whose powei’S would 
necessarily expire as soon as the Treaty w'^as put into force. The questions 
which that commission would have to examine would belong, after the 
Treaty came into force, to the Council of Ambassadors. 

M. DE Martino said that the technical experts of the Italian Delegation 
were of the opinion that the creation of that commission wDuld still offer 
certain advantages. 

M. DE St. Quentin said that their technical experts did not see the use of 
creating such a commission on a.ccount of the short time which separated 
them from the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. DE Martino said there also was the question which concerned the 
district of Radkersburg, about which the Austrian Delegation had offered 
a number of objections. 

M. DE St. Quentin said that indeed there had been various Austrian 
objections in that matter, but that, as long as the Serbs ha:d not signed the 
Treaty of St. Germain, it was difficult to reproach them with regard to the 
execution of clauses of that Treaty. 

M. DE Martino said that there was also a question relative to the military 
clauses of the Treaty with Hungary. 

M. DE St. Quentin replied that the French Delegation had formulated a 



reservation on the total forces provided for the Hungarian Army under the 
conditions of peace.s That reservation, however, had been withdrawn, and 
a unanimous decision had been taken so that the question no longer existed. 

M. DE Martino said that M. de St. Quentin was too familiar with all 
those questions to enable him to pursue such a discussion with him. Their 
list, however, contained other questions, and he contended it would be 
advisable to have an agreement on the subject between the different secre- 
taries. 

[5] M. Berthelot said they had received a telegram from Bucharest dated 

„ . ^ . December. 6th, 7 p.m., of which only the first part had been 

Roumanian Qiiestion , . , i c c 

deciphered; it was a telegram emanating from the tour 

Allied representatives at Bucharest. M. Vaida Voevod, who was the chief of 
the new cabinet, had renewed to the Allied representatives the assurance that 
Roumania was disposed to sign the Treaty with Austria, which involved the 
acceptance in principle of the Minorities Treaty. They did not yet have the 
rest of the telegram, but the beginning thereof was certainly encouraging. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he also had received a telegram from Bucharest 
which did not give the text of Mr. V aida Voevod’s declaration ; it only stated 
that the text thereof was satisfactory on the whole. 

[6] The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch on the question, 

dated December 5, 1919 (see Appendix E^). 

Purchase of Russian CoLONEL Georges commented upon that note. He 

0/ General Tcherbatcheffhad taken up with them 

General Tcherhatcheff request to buy a part of the stock of Russian car- 

tridges remaining in Germany and of which Denikin’s 
army was in urgent need. The German Government had conceded a great 
part of the 150 million Russian cartridges existing in Germany to private 
parties, and had demolished others so as to get the metal they contained. The 
question raised by General Tcherbatcheff’s request was a delicate one for 
the reason that Article 116 of the Treaty of Versailles expressly reserved to 
Russia the right to get back those cartridges, and because Article 169 of the 
same Treaty imposed upon Germany the obligation to restore to the Allies 
(and, consequently, to Russia) the war material belonging to them and still 
remaining in her possession. Russia might therefore in principle recover 
possession of that war material, once the Treaty came into force. To 
authorise the acquisition for money of that material might therefore seem 

3 See Vol. I, No. 38, minute 5. 

® Not printed. This appendix contained (i) a covering note dated December 5, 1919, 
from Marshal Foch to M. Glemenceau via the General Secretariat of the Conference 
enclosing: (ii) a copy of the letter dated December i, 1919, sent by Marshal Foch to General 
Tcherhatcheff in execution of the decision of the Supreme Council of that date (see No. 33, 
minute 7) ; (iii) the reply of General Tcherbatcheff, dated December 3, 1919, in which he 
stated that his representative in Berlin informed him ‘of the growing decrease of the 
cartridges (there are, at the time being, only 75 million instead of 150 million)’; this 
correspondence was as summarized by Colonel Georges; (iv) a draft resolution as adopted 
below by the Supreme Council. 
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contrary to the provisions of the Treaty. On the other hand it was difficult 
to reject the request presented by General Tcherbatcheff, taking into account 
the urgent needs of General Denikin’s army in cartridges for small arms. 

The Supreme Council, the question having been brought up before it by 
Marshal Foch, had recently decided to let General Tcherbatcheff choose 
himself between the two systems which might be envisaged. General Tcher- 
batcheff had just informed Marshal Foch by a letter, dated December 3 , that 
on account of the lack of supplies from which the Denikin Army suffered, 
he reiterated his request tending to obtain an authorization to purchase 
Russian cartridges in Germany. Under those conditions Marshal Foch sub- 
mitted to the Council a draft resolution which specified the special reasons 
why stich a purchase was authorized as an exceptional measure, so as to 
prevent tlie creation of a precedent. Colonel Georges then read a draft 
resolution, which was adopted. (See Appendix E, Document IV^.) 

It was decided to accept the draft resolution presented by Marshal 
Foch as follow's: 

‘Owing to the urgent need of the Russian Armies, the AEied and 
Associated Powers will not oppose the purchase by the representative of 
General Tcherbatcheff of cartridges for Russian rifles which the German 
Government is actually supposed to hold, or which it may have disposed 
of to individuals. 

This decision, motivated by the exceptional situation of the Russian 
Armies, is strictly limited to cartridges for portative arms intended for 
these armies. 

It does not imply in any way whatsoever that the Allied and Associated 
Powers recognize the validity of the transfers w'hich the German Govern- 
ment may have made to individuals of a material which it should return 
to the Allied and Associated Powers in execution of Article 169 of the 
Treaty and which should go to Russia in execution of Article 116. 

II. The above resolution shall he sent to General Tcherbatcheff and the 
German Government by Marshal Foch. 

III. The notification to General Tcherbatchefi' shall be completed by 
the following addition : 

While raising no opposition regarding the purchase of these cartridges 
and while reserving, in regard to Germany, the rights conferred on Russia 
by virtue of Article 116 of the Treaty of Peace, the Allied and Associated 
Powers desire to confirm hereby tbe fact that General Tcherbatcheff has 
been informed, in advance, that the purchase of the cartridges existing in 
Germany must be effected by the Russian authorities at their own risk 
and peril, withotit guarantee or intervention by the Allied and Associated 
Powers.’ 

7 . The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch on tfie subject, dated 
December 5 . (See Appendix F^). 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained a note dated December 5, 1919, from Marshal 
Foch to M. Glemenceau, concerning the matter indicated below. Marshal Foch expressed 
the opinion ‘that the Allied and Associated Powers should, in principle, forbid these con- 
tracts which are in contradiction with the spirit of the Treaty of Peace. The draft resolution 



Colonel Georges read and commented upon that document. 

Purchase of Russian After a short discussion it was decided not to author- 

fnunitions of war in ize the execution of the order for Russian cartridges 
Germany for account of effected in Germany by the director of a Finnish munition 
Finland factory. 

{The meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix G to No. 38 

The President of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission 
informed the Polish Delegate, in an interview with him, that Poland’s rights to 
reparations for damages of war by Germany and her Allies, in execution of the 
Treaty of Peace, would be contested in the Reparations Commission. 

It is this Commission, to which the Polish Delegate will only be called to set 
forth the rights of his country, that has the final word. A detailed memorandum will 
be sent it on the subject, in which the justification of the Polish claims will be set 
forth from a legal point of view. 

But there is also a political side which the Commission might not consider but to 
which the Polish Government believes it important to draw the French Govern- 
ment’s attention. 

A decision which would deprive Poland from all claims to reparations would 
produce a profound disillusion, it would alarm public Polish opinion in the extreme, 
and it might be interpreted by the public as a change of Allied policy in regard to 
Poland. For it would not understand why Russia, whose territory has suffered 
only slightly as a result of the war, should benefit by a right to reparations (Para- 
graph 116 of the Peace Treaty) while Poland is deprived of them, particularly as 
Poland has been almost exclusively the battleground of military operations in the 
East, and has been subject to devastation not less than Belgium or Serbia, and who, 
finally, has agreed to assume part of the Russian debt. 

According to the Treaties of Versailles and Saint Germain, Poland is to contri- 
bute to the mutual reparations fund considerable amounts to the credit of Germany 
and Austria, If the Polish claims are recognized, if only in part, the liabilities 
which Poland assumes in this way would be balanced. If the contrary should take 
place, not only would Poland be deprived of all reparations, but would be obliged 
to contribute to those of the others. 

The need of reconstituting the industrial and agricultural life of the devastated 
countries, as well as the precarious condition of Polish finances, so harmed by the 
war, a war defensive in the East against the Bolshevist danger which is threatening 
all Europe, make it absolutely impossible for the Polish Government to assume any 
new charges. 

PARIS, December 5, igig. 

enclosed with my letter No. 5585 of December 5 [see note 6 above] provides for an exception 
to this rule only as far as the Russian Armies are concerned, their military situation being 
exceptionally serious and their needs urgent.’ 
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Appendix D to No. 38 
List of Questions to be Settled 

I. Special Questions 

A. Execution of the Treaty with Germany. 

Reorganization of the Superior War Council of Versailles to centralize the 
executive measures for the military clauses of the Peace Treaty in Germany and in 
the different occupied tei'ritories. 

Extradition and trial of the Kaiser. 

Togo and Cameroun. Using contingents for defending metropolitan and colonial 
territory. 

Choice of the authorities to whom should be turned in the sums of money 
referred to by Article 259 of the Treaty with Germany. (Transfer, within a delay 
of one month dating from the entry into force, of the sum in gold which was to have 
been deposited in the Reichsbank in the name of the Council of Administration of 
the Public Ottoman Debt to guarantee the first issue of paper money of the Turkish 
Government.) 

Attributing to Italy coal deposits for transoceanic navigation. 

B. Execution of the Treaty with Austria. 

Commission for the distribution of rolling stock of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Empire. 

C. Execution of the Treaty with Bulgaria. 

Attribution of Western Thrace. Administration of Western Thrace. 

II. Questions to be treated jointly 

A. Distribution of enemy merchant ships, 

(a) General distribution of merchant tonnage to the interested parties. 

(b) Question of tank ships. 

B. Cost of the Armies of Occupation. 

III. General Political Questions 

A. The Adriatic Question.^ 

B. Russian and Baltic Qtieslmis.^ 

Aaland Islands, 

Bessarabia, 

The rights of the Danube Commission in Bessarabia. 

G. Treaty with Turkey, 

D. Treaty with Belgium and Holland for the Revision of the Treaties of i 8 jg. 

IV. Divers 

Distribution of expenses of the Chambery-Turin Railroad. 

^ See chap. ii. 
ii l1 
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H. D. 1 10.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoti's Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 

December g, igig, at lo.go am. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L, Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Diitasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. Arnavon, M. de Saint Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M-, Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsiii; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Mantoux, 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral McGully, Mr. Ellis L. Dresel, Dr. J. B. Scott,- 
Dr. Bowman, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Capt. Madison, U.S.N., Lt.-Cdt. 
Koehler, U.S.N., Colonel J. A. Logan, 

British Empire: Capt. Fuller, Cdt. [j'fc] Macnamara, Gdt. Dunne, Gen. 
Sackville-West, Gen. Mance, Mr. Deeper, Mr. Carr, Sir J. Bradbury, 
Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Leygnes, M, Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Henry Simon, 
Gen. Le Rond, M. Laroche, Cdt. Le Vavasseur, M, Kammerer, 
M. Fromageot. 

Italy: M. Bertolini, Gen, Gavallero, Admiral Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, 
M. DelPAbbadessa, M. Mancioli, Col, Bassetto, Cmdt. Fea, Gol. 
Castoldi, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Stranieri, Cmdt. Ingianni, M. 
Antonucci. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. (The Council had before it a modified text dated December gth [?8th] of 

the British proposal of November 14th (see Appendix A), 
Distnbuhon of Enemy pQj. Inter-Allied Naval Com- 

War ships {surface and . . , , , , , , ■r.v v 

submarines) mission dated December gth (see Appendix B).) 

M. Leygues stated that the Naval Experts had asked 
the Council to define various resolutions taken by the Conference at its last 
meetings. Paragraph r of the resolution of November agth (h.d. 102,^ 
minute i) should have the following words added thereto: ‘Under the 
superintendence of the Inter- Allied Naval Commission.’ The following 
paragraph should be substituted for paragraph 2 of the resolution of Decem- 
ber 2nd (h,i>. 104,=® minute 6^:) ‘that the submarines already distributed 
to the Principal_ Allied and Associated Powers for propaganda purposes 
should not be made the subject of further attribution and should be allowed 
to remain in charge of those Powers now holding them but that those sub- 
marines should be demolished by the said Powers in the same way as the 

* No. 32. 3 No. 34. 

* In error for minute g. 
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other submarines, under the supervision of the Inter-Allied Naval Com- 
mission/ 

M. Matsui said that the new text did not correspond exactly to the pro- 
posal he had made. He would, however, if all the Powers agreed to adopt 
the same, recommend its acceptance by his Government. For the time being 
he could only accept it whilst making that reservation. 

M. Leygues said that in the first paragraph of the resolution of December 
4th (h.d. 106, minute 2*^) it would be advisable to delete the last part of the 
sentence: ‘such ships . . . for police work.’ Belgium might therefore use in 
any way she saw fit the ships in question. Paragraph 2 of the same resolution 
should be modified as follows ; ‘to allocate a certain number of small enemy 
warships, chosen from amongst those which would otherwise be broken up by 
the Allied and Associated Powers, to Poland and to Yugo-Slavia, those 
vessels to be used for police purposes only.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether it would not be advisable to give the same 
privilege to Portugal which had suffered losses during the war. Portugal, as 
a matter of fact, had already made repeated efforts to that effect. 

M. Leygues said that Portugal, like Greece and Roumania, had already 
received a warship in compensation of her losses at sea. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Portugal had suffered losses at sea, which was 
not the case with Roumania. It therefore had good reason to ask for more. 

M. Leygues said that if they granted the request of Portugal, Greece and 
Roumania would also ask for something, and it would be difficult not to give 
them satisfaction. 

Mr. Polk asked whether a share could not be allocated to Brazil. 

M. DE Martino said that 22 Powers had asked for the attribution of war- 
ships. 

M. Leygues said it was understood that those ships should be employed 
for the policing of the coast and that they should be delivered without 
armament. On the other hand some modifications had been made to the 
British proposal of November I4th5 which the Council had accepted in 
principle on November 29th. ^ The British note proposed a distribution of 
the proceeds of the sale of material accruing from the breaking up of enemy 
warships. It was now agreed that the material itself should be distributed. 
On the other hand, new time limits had been accepted for the breaking up of 
surface warships allocated for propaganda purposes. The time limit for the 
breaking up had been lengthened to 5 years, but at the end of 18 months 
those ships should already be out of commission. The naval experts had de- 
cided upon 6 units as the number of ships to be allocated to Poland and 
Yugo-Slavia for naval policing; that figure was perhaps too small. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the proposal provided that the allocation 
should be open to reconsideration by the Powers: was it at that time necessary 
to fix final jfigures? 

M. Clemengeau said that it would be too late to do so once these ships 
were broken up. A decision should be taken immediately. 

See No. 36, note i. ® See No. 24, appendix G. ■ 



M. Leygues said that he proposed to allocate 12 small vessels to Yugo- 
slavia and 6 to Poland. Brazil, Portugal, Greece and Roumania would also 
receive 6 vessels. 

It was decided: 

(1) to accept the British proposal modified as contained in Appendix A, it 

being understood that the American reservation concerning para- 
graph 2 thereof remains ; and to adopt Appendix B proposal ; 

(2) that paragraph one of the resolution of November 9, 1919 (H.D. 102d 

minute 1) should he completed as follows: ‘Under the superinten- 
dence of the Interallied Naval Commission :’ and paragraph 2 should 
he modified as follows : ‘That every Power receiving enemy warships 
to be sunk or broken up should sink them or dismantle them within 
a period of 18 months and every such Power should complete the 
breaking up of such ships witliin a period of 5 years after their 
arrival in one of its home ports.’ 

(3) that paragraph 2 of the resolution of December 2nd (H.D 104," 

minute 6^) should be modified as follows, with the reservation of 
Mr. Matsui’s acceptance: ‘That the submarines already distributed 
to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers for propaganda pur- 
poses should not be made the subject of further attribution, but 
should be allowed to remain in charge of those Powers now holding 
them. But that these submarines should be demolished by the said 
Powers in the same way as the other submarines, under the super- 
vision of the Interallied Naval Commission.’ 

(4-) that paragraph one of the resolutions of December 4, 1919 (H.D. 106, 
minute 2'*^) be modified as follows: ‘To authorize Belgium to keep the 
small enemy warships which are in her ports.’ 

(5) that paragraph 2 of the same resolution should read as follows : ‘To 
allocate a certain number of enemy warships, chosen from amongst 
those which w^ould otherwise be broken up by the Allied and 
Associated Powers, to certain other Powers ; those vessels to be used 
for police purposes only ;’ 
tbat allocation should be made as follows : 

Poland ...... 6 enemy torpedo boats 

Serb-Croat-Slovene State . . .12 enemy torpedo boats. 

‘The following States : Brazil, Greece, Portugal, Roumania should, if 
they should so desire, receive 6 similar enemy torpedo boats each 
that no other enemy warship be allocated to another State with the 
exception of those above mentioned and those figuring in Appendices 
A and B. 


M. Berthelot said that, from the telegrams they had received from 
Bucharest, M. Vaida Voevod had given instructions to the 
Roumanian Delegation to sign the Treaty with Austria 
and the Treaty with Bulgaria. On the other hand 
General Goanda had shown him the text of the telegram 
which he had received from the Roumanian Govern- 
ment in which he was asked to obtain a delay for the signature of the 
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Treaty between the 
Principal Powers and 
Roumania for the Pro- 
tection of Minorities 



Minorities Treaty until the arrival of new Delegates, He (M. Berthelot) had 
pointed out to General Coanda that such a thing was impossible and that the 
Roumanian Delegation would have to sign the three Treaties at the same 
time. General Coanda had admitted that he had instructions to do so. It 
was, nevertheless, true that their representatives at Bucharest thought that 
the Treaty should be modified and that the Council was to take without delay 
a final position in the matter. 

M. Kammerer said he had the honour of explaining to the Council the 
changes proposed by the Commission which had prepared the Minorities 
Treaty.^’ In the first place, the Commission was unanimous in proposing the 
omission in the preamble of all reference to the independence of Roumania. 
It was, however, of the opinion, with the exception of the American Delega- 
tion, that it would be necessary to omit in the same preamble any reference 
to the Treaty of Berlin. Lastly, it had been decided to insert in the preamble 
a sentence to the effect that Roumania had discussed the Treaty. That 
sentence was as follows : . had, after a common examination, come to an 

agreement in order to execute the present Treaty.’ The Drafting Committee 
had already given final form to that preamble. The essential question 
remained, that is the Jewish question. With the exception of the Ameri- 
can Delegates the members of the Commission were in favour of the omission 
of Articles lo and 1 1 concerning the Jews: those were the Articles which had 
raised in Roumania the most violent protests. 

Mr. Polk asked whether it would not be sufficient to adopt for Articles lo 
and 1 1, the text figuring in the Treaty with Greece. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was certain that the articles in question of 
the Roumanian Treaty entered into a great deal of detail especially on the 
Sabbath, when as a matter of fact the general principle, which alone was of 
importance, was recognized by the general clauses of the Treaty. 

M. Kammerer said that another reason militated in favour of the omission 
of the articles concerning the Jews. The Commission had examined the 
‘decret loi’ which had been published in May last by the Roumanian 
Government. It was quite true, however, that that document was not 
entirely satisfiictory. The fact, nevertheless, remained that they had given 
the Jews the option of nationality without condition, and what was more 
important to the Roumanian Jews was that they should not be treated as 
aliens. The American Delegation had not thought that it could adopt the 
opinion of the majority: it argued amongst other reasons that the Rou- 
manians had not formulated any definite request on the subject. 

Mr. Polk said that at the present time Mr. Paderewski’s Government was 
confronted in Poland by very great difficulties. The opposition reproached 
him especially with having granted too much to the Allies. If at this time 
they were to give the Roumanians more favourable conditions on the Jewdsh 
cpiestion than those which had been imposed upon Poland, Mr. Paderewski’s 
position would be made more difficult. He proposed that Articles lo and 1 1 
be omitted and replaced by Article lo of the Greek Treaty, 

* Gf. No. 32, minute 3. 





M. Kammerer said that it was concerning Article 1 1 that the Roumanians 
were raising the strongest protest. 

M. Berthelot said that the question was raised in quite different terms 
in Roumania and in Poland. The Poles held pogi'oms: the Roumanians 
merely refused to grant the Jews the rights of citizenship and the Roumanian 
Jews were protesting against that situation. He had received a call from the 
Grand Rabbin and from Mr. Edmund de Rothschild on the subject. Both 
had declared expressly to him what he had just told the Council. They had 
even added that the majority of the Roumanian Jews would prefer the 
omission of Articles lo and ii wliich, although they seemed to confer 
upon them a special status, seemed to place them outside the body of the 
nation. 

Mr. Polk said he admitted that the situation of the Jews was not the same 
in Roumania as in Poland ; but what troubled him most were the effects of 
their decision of [on] the political situation of the Polish Government, He 
recognized, however, that a number of criticisms could well be formulated 
concerning the articles in question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the British Jews would also prefer that no 
mention be made in the Treaty of the Sabbath. 

M. DE Martino said that he had received similar indications. As, how- 
ever, it was the pogroms which were especially to be feared in Poland, he 
asked whether there was in the Polish Treaty provisions which secured the 
Polish Jews from those dangers. 

M. Kammerer said that for all those reasons the majority of the Commis- 
sion had deemed it preferable to omit articles lo and 1 1 and to insert in the 
considerations the following paragraph : ‘Lastly, considering that Roumania 
has declared her intention of recognizing as Roumanian subjects, with full 
rights and without any formality, Jews inhabiting all the territories of 
Roumania, and unable to claim other nationality h 

Mr. Polk asked if it would not be possible to turn that paragraph of the 
preamble into a special article of the Treaty. 

M. Clemenceau stated that it seemed to him that it would indeed not be 
difficult to insert in the Treaty an article by which Roumania would declare 
that she recognized the Jews as Roumanian subjects. 

It was decided : 

(1) to omit in the preamhle in the Treaty with Roumania for the protec- 

tion of minorities, aU reference to the independence of Roumania, 
as well as to the Treaty of Berlin. 

(2) to insert in that preamble a sentence indicating that the Treaty has 

been p?repared after agreement wth Roumania. 

(3) to omit articles 10 and 11 concerning the status of Roumanian Jews, 

and to replace same hy a new article in which Roumania should 
declare that she recognizes as Roumanian citizens, wth full rights, 
all Jews inhabiting the Roumanian territories and unable to estab- 
hsh citizenship of another nationality. 
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3- M. Clemengeau said they should adjourn the discussion of that question 
until Mr. Polk had been able to examine it with his 
Reorganization of the Government and to communicate its opinion thereon. 


Supreme War Council at 
Versailles 


He, however, took the liberty of insisting that Mr. Polk 
be good enough to give an answer to the Council as soon 


as possible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that as far as he was concerned he had already 
shown that he thought that their military authorities were favourable to the 
proposal, but he had not yet received the formal authority to accept it. 

Mr. Polk said that the recommendations he had made on the subject to 
Washington had not been approved, but that as soon as he knew that the 
Allied Governments were in agreement, he would insist once more with his 
Government and would communicate its decision without delay. 

(This discussion was adjourned.) 


4. 

Execution of Article 
259 of the Treaty 
of Versailles 


[Not printed] 7 


Frontiers between 
Hungary and Croatia 


(The Council had before it a report of the Commission on Roumanian and 
Yugo-Slav Affairs dated December 9, 1919. (See Ap- 
pendix D).) 

M. Lougheur read and commented upon the report. 
M. DE Martino said he did not wish to break the unanimous feeling of the 
Council and that he would agree with the opinion of the majority. He wished, 
however, to point out that the new delimitation which was proposed to them 
would be extremely sinuous. 

It was decided: 


(1) that the frontier of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, from the railroad 

one kilometre southw’est of the station, of Gykenyes until a point 
9 kilometres approximately east of Miholjac-Dolni, should follow 
the former administrative line between Hungary and Croatia ; 

(2) that the frontier should be modified in such a way as to leave the 

Gykenyes Bares railroad entirely in Hungarian territory, including 
the station of Gola ; 

(3) that the station of Gola should receive a mixed organization, allowing 

it to serve the locality of Gola ; 

(4) that the Article prepared by the Commission on Yugo-SIav Affairs in 


7 After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided: ‘(i) that'Germany should be 
requested to transfer to Paris, under the same conditions as the Russian gold, by virtue of 
Article 19 of the Armistice Conventions of November ii, igi8, the gold deposited with 
the Reichsbank by the public Ottoman debt, referred to in Article 259 of the Treaty of 
Versailles; (2) that the gold when transferred to Paris under the provisions of Article 259 
should be del wered to whosoever would be entitled to it as soon, as the decision had been 
taken on the subject by the Allied and Associated Powers.’ 
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its report No. 2 of April 6, 1919, adopted by the Supreme Council, 
and which places the railroad from Kotor to Bares under inter- 
national superintendence, should be inserted in the conditions of 
peace with Hungary ; 

(5) that the Drafting Committee be charged, after having consulted, if 
deemed necessary, the Commission of Ports, Waterways and Rail- 
ways, with conforming the text of the Conditions of Peace with the 
above decisions. 

6. M. Henry Simon said that the question wdiich he desired to submit to the 
Council had already been brought up on January 30th 
Employment of coniin- at a time when the future of German colonies had been 
gents from Togo and discussed.® Two theses were then confronting each other : 
fZ'fmIrfoBfmd hand that of France and the Dominion 

colonial territories Government [s] ; on the other hand that of Great Britain 

and America. They had then agreed upon an inter- 
mediate text which had become article 22 of the Pact of the League of 
Nations. It was stated in that article, that certain territories (Togo and 
Camerouns were amongst them) that [jfr] no military instructions should be 
given to natives, 'except for purposes of police and the defence of the terri- 
toryh M. Clemenceau, at the meeting of January 30th, as expressed in the 
official minutes (i. c. 128)® had requested that the latter formula should be, 
if not modified, at least interpreted in such a way as to allow for the employ- 
ment of those native contingents for the defence of the metropolitan terri- 
tories as well as the colonial. President Wilson and M. Lloyd George had 
agreed with M. Clemenceau, and at the Commission on Mandates the 
Delegates, with the exception of the French Delegates, had wished to limit 
the employment of troops raised under those conditions to the defence of the 
Colony. The French Delegation insisted that the first interpretation be 
maintained. 

M. Clemenceau said that the French Government had proven that it 
knew how to manage native populations. They had been able, while the war 
was in full swing, to raise 75,000 native troops without the least difficulty 
when it had been predicted that it would be impossible to raise over 30,000 
without shedding blood. At the time of discussion in the month of January 
he had understood President Wilson to have some difficulty in granting to 
France what she asked for the reason that he feared to create a precedent 
which would oblige him to grant the same rights to other Powers but while 
he insisted upon keeping that text he had very clearly expressed, and the 
minutes proved this, that he accepted the interpretation accepted by France 
to the text under discussion. They could evidently not admit that they 
should have the right to raise soldiers in their former colonies and that such 
a right should be refused any of the others. The natives would think, and 
their prestige would suffer by it, that the Powers were holding them in 
guardianship. He did not ask that the text be modified, but wished to ask 

® See Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : The Paris Peace Conference igcg, 
vol. iii, p. 803 f. 
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that the text whilst remaining as it was, they might be, however, able 
to raise troops without restriction. 

M. Berthelot inquired whether the Council would allow him to read an 
extract of the meeting of January 30 th : 

(Extract from h, d. meeting (i. c. 128)® January 30, 1919.) 

‘Mr, Lloyd George said that there was nothing in the clause under 
review to prevent that. The words used there were : “for other than police 
purposes and the defence of territory”. He really thought that those words 
would cover the case of France. There was nothing in the document 
which would prevent their doing exactly the same thing as they had done 
before. What it did prevent was the kind of thing the Germans were likely 
to do, namely, organize great black armies in Africa, which they could use 
for the purpose of clearing everybody else out of that country. That was 
their proclaimed policy and if that was encouraged amongst the other 
nations even though they might not have wars in Europe, they would have 
the sort of thing that happened in the 17th and i8th centuries in India 
when France and Great Britain were at war in India whilst they were fairly 
good friends in Europe. Then they were always raising great native armies 
against each other. That must now be stopped. There was nothing in 
this document which prevented France doing what she did before. The 
defence of territory was provided for. 

M. Glemenceau said that if he could raise troops, that was all he wanted. 

Mr. Lloyd George replied that he had exactly the same power as 
previously. It only prevented any country drilling the natives and raising 
great armies. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not want to do that. All that he wished 
was that the matter should be made quite plain, and he did not want any- 
body to come and tell him afterwards that he had broken the agreement. 
If this clause meant that he had a right to raise troops in case of general 
war, he was satisfied. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that so long as M. Glemenceau did not train 
big nigger armies for the purposes of aggression, which w'as all the clause 
was intended to guard against, he was free to raise troops. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not want to do that. He therefore 
understood that Mr. Lloyd George’s interpretation was adopted. 

President Wilson said that Mr. Lloyd George’s interpretation was 
consistent with the phraseology. 

M. Glemenceau said that he was quite satisfied.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that under these conditions he wondered wdiy the 
question should be raised anew. 

M. Henry Simon said it was raised because the Commission on Mandates 
whilst establishing the text of the ‘B’ Mandates, that is to say the African 
Mandates, had disagreed on the subject of article 2 of those Mandates which 
provided for the employment of native troops : while the majority wished to 
limit the employment of those troops to the defence of the colony the French 



Delegation asked that it be specified that they might also be employed for the 
defence of the metropolitan territory. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they might maintain the text as it appeared in 
Article 22 of the Pact of the League of Nations. 

M. Glemenceau said that he accepted on condition that it be understood 
that for the interpretation of that text, they would refer to the Minutes of the 
Supreme Council meeting of January 30 th. (i. c. 128 ).® 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he thought he remembered that in the conversations 
which had taken place in June and July on that question, Mr. Balfour had 
said that probably the word ‘territory’ was a little equivocal, but that it gave 
France all she wanted. The best would be as a matter of fact to maintain that 
text and to interpret it in the spirit of the discussion which had taken place on 
January 30 th. 

Mr. Polk said that that question had been discussed in London ^ and he 
could not take a decision, tie would recommend that solution to his Govern- 
ment and he felt pretty certain that it would not make any objection to it. 

M. Matsui said that as they were discussing the question of Mandates, he 
wished to repeat that the Japanese Delegation on the Commission of Man- 
dates had formulated a reservation on the subject of the ‘G’ Mandates. They 
might discuss that point another day but it was well understood that their 
reservation of the ‘C’ Mandates remained at the present time. 

It was decided: 

that under reserve of the American Government’s approval, the words, 
‘defence of the territory’ in Article 22 of the Pact of the League of Nations, 
and in the text of the ‘B’ Mandates, should be intei’preted in conformity 
with the discussion which had taken place on January 30th, 1919 (1. G. 
128)® before the Supreme Council. 

7. M. Fromageot said that a certain number of questions relative to the 
. 7 . ^ „ Treaty with Hungary were still in suspense. The Drafting 

Committee would like to get a decision from the Supreme 
Council thereon. He would first wish to know whether the Council, as the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation had requested, meant to give to the Yugo- 
slav State a priority concerning reparations.^® 

M. Clemengeau said that was a grave question which he could not solve 
immediately. He proposed that it should be referred back to the Reparation 
Commission, 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the Commission should make haste. 

M. Fromageot .said that, in the second place, they had been charged with 
the insertion, with regard to Labour, of the same articles as in the other 
Treaties. Those»articles had reference to a Conference at Wasliingtoii, which 
as a matter of fact had already taken place, but which certainly were [.rfr] not 
official as no Treaty of Peace was then in force. They asked to be authorized 
to say in the articles of the Treaty with Hungary that the first session of the 

0 The Commission on Mandates had met in London in July 1919. 

Gf. No. 36, iiote a, 
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Labour Conference would take place at a date to be fixed later. Lastly, the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation in a letter of December 3rd had asked 
different modifications in the articles concerning Canals and Waterways. It 
would be advisable to bring this up before the competent Commission. 

It was decided: 

(1) to refer back to the Reparation Commission for immediate examina- 

tion and report the request presented by the Serh-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation concerning the attribution to the Serb -Croat -Slovene 
State of a right of priority with regard to reparations ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee insert in the Treaty with Hungary an 

article stipulating that the first session of the Labour Conference 
should take place at a date to be fixed later ; 

(3) to refer back to the Ports, Waterways and Railways Commission, for 

immediate examination and report, the observations presented by 
the Serh-Croat-Slovene Delegation on the subject of the clauses of 
the Treaty with Hungary concerning canals and ways of communi- 
cation. 

8 . M. Lougheur said that the Committee on Organization of the Reparation 
Commission had met that morning to settle the question 
Collection by Geimany of payment in gold of customs duties. They had 

customs duties m gold 1 / • n , 1 1 *1 

agreed substantially that they ought not to commit them- 
selves to a definite future policy. The solution they pro- 
posed was as follow^s : 

The Allied and Associated Powers agree that Germany be immediately 
authorized to increase the amount of specific pre-war customs duties ex- 
pressed in marks in such a measure as the Reparation Commission should 
deem it to be a just equivalent of the depreciation of German currency; 

The necessary negotiations with various Powers on the question of im- 
port prohibitions into Germany, as well as the question of exports, should 
be opened or continued; 

If such negotiations had not resulted within a period of three months in 
a conclusion which should be deemed satisfactory by the said Powers, the 
question should be entirely examined anew. 

M. Matsui said that as no Japanese expert had been present at the meeting 
held that morning he could not accept that text immediately. 

It was decided: 

under the reservation of Mr. Matsui’s acceptance : 

(1) that Germany he immediately authorized to maj orate the amount of 

specified pre-war customs duties expressed in marks in such a 
measure as the Reparation Commission should deem it to be a Just 
equivalent of the depreciation of German currency^; 

(2) that the necessary negotiations with various Po’wers on the question of 

import prohibitions into Germany, as ivell as on the question of 
exports, should he opened or continued ; 

(3) that if such negotiations had not come within a period of three months 

to a conclusion which should he deemed satisfactory by the said 
Powers, the question should be entirely examined anew. 
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g. M, Loucheur said that a sub-committee had been appointed to make an 
estimation of the cost of the Armies of Occupation during 
Armistice. That sub-committee had very nearly finished 
its work but the question of principle still remained. Could 
each of the armies of occupation claim the complete reimbursement of its 
expenses, when as a matter of fact the cost of maintenance of the American 
soldier was nearly double that of the French soldier? Under those conditions 
they could only request Mr. Polk to examine anew with his Government the 
suggestion which he himself had proposed and which at a later time the 
American Delegation had withdrawn. 

Mr. Polk said that he held little hope of success. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that his Government also was not disposed to accept 
another solution. 


M. Loucheur said that under these circumstances he felt he must say that 
the solution which would be taken would cause in France great astonishment. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the question had not been solved by raising the 
rate of allowance granted to French officers and soldiers. 

M. Loucheur agreed that was so for the future : but the future counted 
for little in that question for the army of occupation would not be very large. 
It was only a question of the past and the brutal fact was that France, which 
had maintained an army double that of the British and of the Americans 
together, would not get a larger amount. 

Mr. Polk said that he proposed that Mr. Rathbone and the Committee 
on Organization of the Reparation Commission examine the question anew. 
Mr. Rathbone would then make a proposal to the American Government. 

M. DE Martino said he was in accord with that proposal but in principle he 
associated himself with the observations presented by the French Delegation. 


(The question was referred to the Committee on Organization of the 
Reparation Commission for further examination.) 


10. M. IjOUCHeur said that since he had conferred with General Mance he 
Commission for the Dis- acquired the conviction that there existed a complete 
tribution of Rolling misunderstanding on the attributions of that Commission 

Stock and Material be- between the British and French Delegations.” From the 
longing to the former explanations given by General Mance the Commission 
^istro-Hunganan would be organized voluntarily by the interested States, 
^ that is to say, by the States inheriting the former 

Monarchy to settle between themselves the movements of the rolling stock. 
Those States, so as to facilitate the discussions, were hoping to have as Chair- 
man an independent personality who would not be a party to the question. 
Under these circumstances it was clear that the Reparation Commission did 
not have to interfere but the question of choosing the President was a delicate 
one inasmuch as Sir Francis Dent was too occupied at the present time to be 
able to assume that function. He had suggested to General Mance that 
France and Great Britain might agree on the choice. 

” Cf. No. 35, note 3. 
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M. DE Martino said that he wished to be allowed to participate in that 
choice. 

General Mange said that it was a question of the choice of a person, and 
that the Powers did not interfere. 

M. DE Martino agreed but asked to participate in the choice under these 
circumstances. 

M. Loucheur said he had no objection. 

It was decided : to accept the principle of the British proposal conceming 
the meeting at Vienna of a commission composed of delegates from the 
States acquiring territory of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in 
order to regulate the exchange of cars between those states, on condition 
that the French, British and Italian delegates agree on the choice of a 
president who shall not belong to any of the interested States. 


1 1 . (The Council had before it a telegram from the Military Interallied 
. Mission dated December 3rd, 1919 (see Appendix E^^), and 

Ddemtim ^ telegram of the Hungarian Government dated December 4th, 
* 1919 (see Appendix F).) 

M. Berthelot read the two telegrams and added that the Hungarian 
Government seemed to attempt a sort of blackmail upon the Council by 
asking for the freedom of Souab and Magyar agitators. He did not 
think that the Allies ought to be drawn into the controversy, which the 
Hungarians were trying to draw them [.yir]. 

M. Clemengeau said it was clear that they could not ask the Roumanians 
to set at liberty people, the reasons for their arrest, which they %vere ignorant 
of [w]. He proposed that they reply that it was none of their business. 


It w'as decided: 

to reply to the Hungarian Government to the effect that the Supreme 
Council did not have to intervene to obtain the freedom of agitators whom 
Roumanian authorities might have deemed it necessary to arrest. 


12. M. Clemengeau said that before adjourning the meeting he wished, in 

„ ^ , , , , „ the name of the Council, to express to Mr. Polk all the 

Departure of Mr. Folk . -i ■. i i 

Sincere regrets caused by his departure^^ and at the same 

time the hope that they would always have in him, better than an Ally, he 
meant, a friend. 

(Approval) , 

(The meeting then adjourned). 

Paris., France, 

December 10, igig. 

Not printed. This telegram contained an advance r^ume of the request made by the 
Hungarian Government in the telegram of the following day contained in appendix F, 
Mr. Polk and accompanying staff of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace 
left Paris for the United States later that day. 



Appendix A to No. 39’“^ 

Proposal regarding the Distribution of Enemy Surface Warships 

8th December, igig. 

All changes from the British Proposal of are underlined^^ in the follow- 

ing text. 

In accordance with the preamble to the naval, military and air clauses of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany, with the general spirit of that Treaty and of those 
concluded with the other enemy powers, ail surface warships surrendered by 
enemy powders shall, with the exception of tire few noted in paragraphs 2 (b), 
5 and 6 below, also paragraph (5) { 11 ) and (5) {III) of Draft orders to LJV.G. Idc broken 
up or sunk under the superintendence of an Interallied Naval Commission. 

2. [a) Enemy Tonnage of Sinfacc Warships shall be divided up betw'een the Allied 
and Associated Pow'^ers in accordance with the following computation of losses of 
surface warships sustained by these powers during the W'ar: — 


The U.S.A. reserve Great Britain . . . -70% 

the portion of this France ..... 10% 

paragraph between Italy ..... 10% 

the brackets shown^*^ Japan . . . . .8% 

U.S.A 2% 


{b) Other Allied Powers which lost surface warships during the war shall have these losses 
replaced by an enemy ship of a type similar to that lost. These ships may he used for any 
purpose to which these powers may desire to put them. The distribution under this head shall 
be as follows: 

Greece . . . .1 T.B.D. 

Roumania . . . .1 T.B. 

Portugal . . . .1 Gunboat 

3. {a) Enemy tonnage in the above proportions is to be allocated to each country 
for breaking up or sinking, under the superintendence of the Inter-Allied Naval 
Commission. Should any country be unable to break up its share, it may place it in 
another country for breaking up, subject to conditions detailed below, preference being given 
to Allied countries. 

{b) The ships are to be sunk or rendered incapable of any further service as Naval War vessels, 
in the judgment of the Inter- Allied Naval Commission, within a period of 18 months and to 
be completely broken up within y years from the date when they arrive in a port of the power 
to whom they are allocated. 

4. As regards the sinking of the German ships at Scapa Flow Great Britain has 
stated her willingness to bear the loss arising from that incident; but now that it is 
probable that compensation will be forthcoming from Germany in material which 
is not naval construction, Great Britain agrees that such compensation should be 
divided in a sirnihir proportion to that adopted for the enemy surface warships (Para. 2 {a) 
above). 

This appendix was preceded in the original by a note of the textual emendations to the 
earlier decisions of the Supreme Council on this subject proposed by a mission of the Allied 
Naval Advisers on December 8; see M. Leygues’ statement in minute i above. 

Here italicized. 

No brackets shown in original. Gf. No. 32, minute I. 
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5- In view of France and Italy being unable to build surface warships during the 
war, owing to their preoccupation with the war on land, it is proposed that they 
should be granted the following compensation in warships surrendered from the 
enemy fleets for use in their fleets or for any other purpose they may desire. 

France . . . . 5 light cruisers & 10 T.B.D. 

Italy . . . • « 5, ,, ,, 55 

6. It is further proposed that the Naval Inter-Allied Commission shall loan to each 
of the Five Principal Allied and Associated Powers: — 

I Battleship 
I light cruiser 
3 T.B.D. 

This loan will be for one year and during this time these ships may be used for 
any purpose whatsoever provided that they are not incorporated into the navies 
of these Powers. At the end of a year after these ships have arrived in a port to 
the power to which they have been allotted they shall be broken up under the 
supervision of the I.N.C. or sunk in deep water, under conditions identical to those 
which were set forth in paragraph 5 {b) above. 

The material from the breaking up of these ships will belong to the Powers to which they 
were allotted. 


Appendix B to No. 39 

Draft Orders for Inter-Allied Naval Commission for Superintending the Disposal of 
Enemy Warships. [Supreme Council, h. d. 102* (r) ) 

9/12/19. 

1 . [a] The Inter- Allied Naval Commission for superintending the disposal of 
enemy warships will be referred to as the I.N.C. and will consist of a British Flag 
Officer as President and a flag officer or captain fi'om the U.S., France, Italy and 
Japan. 

{b) Technical Advisers will be attached to the Commission as each member may 
desire. 

[c] The I.N.C. may delegate such of its duties as it may consider desirable to 
the Naval Attachd in any of the countries concerned. 

[d) Any of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers which may not have 
ratified the Treaty of Peace with Germany when the I.N.C. first meet, may, 
pending ratification of the Treaty of such power, have a representative at the 
meetings, who may take part in the discussions, but will not be empowered to 
vote on decisions. 

2. The I.N.C. is to assemble in London at as eaiiy a date as practicable without 
necessarily waiting for the Treaties of Peace to come into force. * 

3. The pay of the officers as allowed by their Governments, also their actual and 
necessary expenses, will be paid by each Government concerned. The general 
expenses of the I.N.C. wiU be shared by the various Governments concerned in 
the same proportion as the percentages decided on for the division of the enemy 
surface warships. 
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4 - Surrendered Enemy Warships. 

(a) The Inter-Allied Naval Commission of Control (A.N.A.G.) will supervise 
the transfer of ships from German to Allied Ports, where they will be held in trust 
for the I.N.G. by the Powers in whose ports they are until they are definitely 
allocated to the Powers concerned. 

(b) The I.N.G. will make agreements with the Naval Authorities of the countries 
concerned to have the ships sunk or rendered incapable of any furthei- service as 
Naval War vessels, in the judgment of the I.N.C., within a period of i8 months, 
and to be completely broken up whthin 5 years from the date they are handed over 
to the said authorities in their ports. 

(cj The I.N.G. will arrange with the interested Naval Authorities as to their 
visiting the yards where the breaking up of the enemy vessels is in progress. 

(d) The I.N.G. are to render half-yearly reports to the Allied and Associated 
Powers as to the progress of demolition of the Enemy w'arships. 

5. Ex-Enemy Warships and submarines which need not be broken up. 

Ex-enemy ships are allotted to the following Powers and are exempted from 
being broken up or sunk: — 

(i) Vessels to be employed as the Government to which they are allotted may 

desire : — 

France: 5 light cruisers, 10 destroyers, 10 submarines. 

Italy: 5 light cruisers, 10 destroyers. 

Greece : i Destroyer, 6 T.B. 

Portugal : i Gunboat, 6 T.B. 

Roumania: i Torpedo Boat, 6 T.B. 

Brazil: 6 T.B. 

(ii) To be disarmed with the exception of one gun to be used for police duties : 

Poland: 6 torpedo boats. 

Serb-Croat-Slovene: 12 torpedo boats (These vessels will not be employed 
until the maritime frontier[s] of the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene State ax’e defined.) 

(iii) The following States to have the option of receiving similar vessels if 

they desire them: Greece 6 T.B., Portugal 6 T.B., Roumania 6 T.B., 
Brazil 6 T.B, 

6 . Surrendered German ships. 

((2) With a view to facilitating the selection of the ships for the French and 
Italian Navies, vide paragraph 5, the 13 light cruisers and also 20 destroyers to be 
surrendered by Germany will proceed to a French port in the first instance, the 
French Government being responsible for these ships until the final allocation 
concerning them has been made. 

(b) With regard to the remaining German ships, those allotted to the United 
States and Japan will proceed in the first instance to a British port and those for 
France and Italy to a French port. The United States, Italy and Japan should 
take over their responsibilities regarding the ships allotted to them, as soon as such 
ships arrive in a British or French port. 

7. The following ex-enemy ships are to be loaned to the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers for the purpose of propaganda and experiments, in accordance 
with H. D. 102^ (i). 
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Capital Ships: 

Great Britain Baden. 

United States Oldenburg Glass one vessel or Hindenburg if U.S. desires to 
salve her.^^ 

France Baden, Goeben, or Oldenburg Glass one vessel. 

Japan Oldenburg Glass one vessel. 

Italy Tegetthoff. 

Light Cruisers: 

Great Britain Niimberg. 

United States Frankfurt or one of the latest type L.G.s which may be available 
after the lo L.G.s referi'ed to in par. 5 (i) have been allocated. 
France Emden. 

Italy Sankt Georg. 

Japan Strassbui'g or one of the latest type L.G.s which may be avail- 

able after the 10 L.G.s referred to in par. 5 (i) have been 
allocated. 

T.B.D.s. The U.S.A., Great Britain and Japan are entitled to choose 3 T.B.D.s 
each from those saved at Scapa Flow. 

The allocation of the remaining T.B.D.s is deferred until the T.B.D.s referred 
to in par. 5 (i) have been selected. 

In connection with the above the following vessels are provisionally selected : — 
Great Britain V. 46, G. 102, S. 137. 

United States V. 100 (i 1,300 ton 1916-17 class), i 1,000 ton 1916-17 class, 
1 750 ton 1916-17 class. 

France 

Italy 

Japan (i 1,300 ton 1916-17 class), i 1,000 ton 1916-17 class, i 750 ton 

1916-17 class. 

8. (^) All ex-enemy submarines will be dealt with in accordance with h. d. 104^ 
(VI) ^ of 2nd December and the general principles denoted above. 

{b) The I.N.C. wdll select the 10 submarines referred to in h. d. 104^ (VI)'^ 
par. 4. 

9, The I.N.C. is charged with taking ail [Pmeasures] necessary for carrying out 
the decision of the Supreme Gouncil in accordance with the following provisions'® 
to which the Council have given their approval. 


Appendix D to No. 39 

Report of the Commission on Roumanian and Tiigo-Slao Affairs to the 
Supreme Council 

PARIS, December g, igrg 

I. Claims advanced by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
Article 27 of the Conditions of Peace with Hungary determirfe that the frontier 
between Hungary and the Serb-Groat-Siovene State shall follow the course of the 
Drave from the point where this river joins the Mur to a point situated about 
9 kilometers east of Miholjac-Dolnji. 

The battle-cruiser Hindenhwrg was one of the German warships sunk at Scapa Flow. 
Not annexed to filed original. 
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By a letter dated November 27th 1919 the Delegation of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State asked the Conference to maintain, in this section, the former administrative 
boundary between Croatia and Hungary. This boundary which corresponds to 
a former bed of the Drave, passes, sometimes North, sometimes South of the present 
bed but does not differ essentially from it except in the region of Gola where it 
attaches to Croatia a population of about 5,000 people living North of the river. 

11 . Opinion of the Commission 

The Commission of Roumanian and Yugo-Siav affairs examined the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene claim in its sittings of December ist and 8th. 

Opinion of the American^ British and French Delegations: 

{a) That there is a definite advantage in maintaining an administrative frontier 
wdrich has existed for several centuries and which is rigorously determined. 

{b) That the Drave, not being embanked in this section, the frontier wmild be 
continually displaced from one point to another, and if, to do away with this 
obstacle, the present course were staked out, the line thus traced would soon cease 
to correspond to the bed of the river. 

(c) The disadvantages, from an economic point of view, of the administrative 
boundary which cuts and again cuts across the windings of the river would be 
equal for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and for Hungary; the two States, to whom 
the Internationalization of the waterway of the Upper Danube guarantees the free 
navigation of the Drave, would be obliged to come to a direct understanding to 
carry out the necessary works. 

{d) The administrative frontier, making the Hungarian railway from Gykenes 
to Bares pass under Serb-Croat-Slovene control for a few kilometers only, would 
create a difficult situation; nevertheless, measures must be taken to ensure that the 
Hungarian railroad station of Gola continues to supply the Croatian village of 
the same name. 

The American, British and French Delegations have, therefore, the honour to 
propose to the Supreme Council. . . 

III. Opinion of the Italian Delegation 

A. The Italian Delegation, while appreciating the value of the geographical and 
economic arguments advanced by the other Delegations, finds: (a) That the 
administrative frontier between Hungary and Croatia, who were part of the same 
State, no longer corresponds to the conditions which should be met by a political 
boundary between Hungary and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

{b) That there is every reason for a political frontier to follow geographical 
lines, and from a military point of view especially, the course of the Drave, con- 
stituting the only important natural obstacle in this region, gives, for the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State as well as for Hungary, the best frontier possible. 

B. Desirous, however, of not breaking the unanimity of the Commission, it 
agrees to the propositions of the other delegations as far as the Gola region is con- 
cerned, from the 'bridge of the railroad at Gykenes to Belavar. 

(r) As for that part of the frontier which is included between the last point of 
Mihoijac-Dolni it declares that it has not received instructions and reserves the 
opinion of the Italian representative on the Supreme Council 

There followed the five-point proposal which was adopted by the Supreme Council: 
see minute 5 above. 
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Appendix F to No. 39 
Telegram transmitted by the American Delegations^ 


Monsieur Georges Glemenceau, 
President of the Peace Conference, 
Paris. 


BUDAPEST, December igig. 

No. 225. 

The Hungarian Government has the honour to acknowledge the receipt of the 
telegram dated December i by which the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Powers have had the kindness to invite it to send delegates to conclude 
peace.^^ The Hungarian Government tHll make every effort to act on this invitation 
within the shortest time possible. It desires, however, to draw the attention of the 
Supreme Council to a note previously sent to the Interallied Military Mission at 
Budapest, in which it sets forth that a certain number of people intended to form 
part of the Peace Delegation must be set free and furnished with the necessary 
passports to go to Budapest. 

These persons are, particularly, M. Emil Grandpierre, Commissary of the 
Government of the Gomitat Kolozs at Kolozsvar, M. Louis Servatius, sub-prefect 
of the Gomitat Brasso at Brasso and of M. Gaspard Muth, at Fog[ar]as. Of these, 
the two first are imprisoned and the last mentioned, M. Muth, interned. 

The Hungarian Government takes the liberty of asking the Supreme Council 
to have the Roumanians guarantee the security of the families and property of the 
above-mentioned delegates. 

Huszar, 

Bandholtz. 


A slightly variant text of this telegram, dated December 3, 1919, is printed in The 
Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. I, pp. vii-viii. 21 3gg appendix B. 


No. 40 

H.D. III.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegation's of the Five Great 
Powers, held at M. Glemenceau' s Residence, Paris, on Tuesday, December 16, 
igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

M. Matsui; SECRETARY, M, Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. British Empire: Gapt. 

Lothian Small. France : M. Massigli. Italy : M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

France: M. Loucheur, M. de Percin. 

/te/y: M. Vannutelli-Rey, M, DelFAbbadessa. 



I. M. Berthelot said that according to a note which General Weygand 
had just submitted, the British Government would not 
ammg into force oj the ^ position to send troops into the plebiscite regions 

Treaty u,uh Germany had taken 

place in the coming into force of the Treaty that Government would have 
as a matter of fact to send into those territories not the troops then under 
arms, but troops of the regular army. Those contingents would not be ready 
to set out before January 15th; until that time only small detachments could 
be sent to the spot. 


2, Mr, Wallace^ stated that he wished to make a declaration to the Council 


Powers of the American 
Representative 


to the effect that his Government had delegated him only 
to observe, and that he was not qualified to participate 
in the discussions. He was only to communicate to 


Washington what was going on. When decisions had to be taken he would 
have to refer to Washington and would communicate to the Council the 
answers of his Government. 


M. Glemenceau said that the Council took note of Mr. Wallace’s declara- 


tion. He would like to know whether Mr. Wallace had powers to sign the 
protocol with Germany and to approve the text of the reply which the 
Council would have to make to the German Delegation. 

Mr. Wallace replied that he had powers to sign the Treaty with Hungary 
but had not powers to sign anything whatever with Germany. 

M. Berthelot said that he would make this observation to Mr. Wallace--- 


and it was a point which might well be intimated to the Government at 
Washington — that the signature of the protocol did not commit the American 
Government any further than did the signing of the Treaty. 

M. Glemenceau felt that a remark should also be made that Mr. Polk 


had approved all the correspondence which the Council had sent to the 
German Delegation concerning the protocol. 

Mr. Wallace said he would refer the question immediately by cable to 
Washington. 


3. (The Council had before it, first, a note from the German Delegation 
dated December 14, 1919 (see Appendix A), second, 
Mote of the German a note from the German Delegation (see Appendix B)^ 

Delegation in reply to a third, a note from the Secretary General of the Peace 
note from the President o • 1 t 1 • i i .r 

of the Peace Conference Conference reporting the declarations made by M. von 

dated December 8 , igig Lersner dated December 15, 1919 (see Appendix G).) 

M, Berthelot gave a resume of the German note of 
the 14th December drawing the CounciFs attention to the following essen- 
J Ambassador oflhe United States at Paris. 

2 Not printed. In this short note dated December 15, 1919, Baron von Lersner informed 
M. Dvitasta of the composition of the technical commission to discuss reparation for the 
sinking at Scapa Flow, which had been proposed in the preceding German note (see 
Appendix A) and was expected to ‘arrive tomorrow*. The composition was given as; 
‘Dr. Seeliger, Privy Legation Adviser, Mr. von Gagern, Navy Commander, Mr. Schreiber, 
Privy Admiralty Adviser, Mr. Loewer, Naval Comtruction Adviser, Mr. Eich, Privy 
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tials; the first paragraph was important. The Germans declared in effect 
that they would not raise any difficulty on account of the absence of American 
Delegates on the Commissions. There were means, he believed, for calling 
attention to this declaration in suitable form: he had asked M. Fromageot 
and the Drafting Committee to be good enough to consider the point. The 
second paragraph raised a delicate question: M. von Lersner said that his 
Government took account of the interpretation given by the Supreme 
Council to the last paragraph of the protocol of the ist November but in 
doing so M. von Lersner went a little further than the Council had done. 
To go by the German note it would appear that the Council had declared 
that its right ‘to have recourse to measures of coercion, military or other^ 
would obtain no longer than the moment of the reestablishment of the state 
of Peace by the coming into force of the Treaty’. That text would seem to say 
that after the Treaty came into force the Allied and Associated Powers could 
no longer have recourse to any military measures without actually making a 
declaration of war. It seemed advisable in his opinion, while noting that the 
German Government withdrew the objections it had formulated, to indicate 
that measures of coercion remained possible from the legal point of view even 
after the coming into force of the Treaty. He had asked the legal experts to 
prepare a formula in that sense. 

M. Clemengeau considered that they ought to make only a general 
formula and that it was very inopportune to speak of measures of military 
coercion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that that was his opinion also. 

M. Berthelot said that was precisely what he had wished to say. It was 
all the more necessary not to leave that phrase unanswered since the German 
note said expressly ‘measures of coercion, military or other’. The only point 
in the remainder of the Allied note to which the German Government raised 
objections was the Scapa Flow incident. While accepting total reparation 
for the destruction of the fleet it had announced for that purpose that new 
proposals would be made by the experts coming from Berlin. The German 
Delegation had asked that a meeting be held that afternoon at 4 o’clock. 
The French Delegation on its part had no objection. The meeting would 
take place at 3 rue Francois P^. After that conversation the Reparation 
Commission could meet to estimate the value of the reparations that Ger- 
many offered. The German note made no allusion to the handing over of 
light cruisers. They would, therefore, conclude that the Germans accepted 
the point, but it would be well to throw light upon this point. As to repatria- 
tion of the crews interned as a result of the Scapa Flow affair, that was a 
question which concerned the British Government and upon which they 
could not make a reply until they had been told by the British Government 
of its point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he would submit the question to London but there 
was another point upon which he would very much like to be enlightened. 

Adviser, Mr. Biohm, Certified Engineer, Mr. Pretzer, Director, Mr. Muller, Labour Repre- 
sentative.’ 


533 



The Council had decided that pourparlers of a technical nature should take 
place with the Germans before the coming into force of the Treaty in order 
to settle the procedure to be adopted. Had the German technical delegates 
returned? 

M. Berthelot said that it was obvious that the Germans must be asked 
to send their technical delegates without delay, but he thought there would 
be no difficulty on that point. Von Simson had anticipated none and had 
even declared that agreement upon those questions could be arrived at in the 
course of two or three days. 

(The Council noted M. Berthelot’s statements: the meeting of Naval 
Experts and of members of the Reparation Commission with the German 
experts would take place that afternoon at 4 o’clock at 3 Rue Francois F"'.) 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation dated 
, December I2tli, 1919, on the question of the Vorarlberg (see 

VomrWerg Appendix D) and a note from the same Delegation concerning 
‘dangers of breaking up of Austria’. (See Appendix E).) 

M. Glemenceau said that he had received a call from Chancellor Renner 
who in his conversation had shown the most conciliatory dispositions and had 
protested the good will of Austria with respect to the execution of the Treaty 
of Saint Germain. The Chancellor had appeared to be to him a simple and 
well meaning man. There was no doubt that his Government was confronted 
by very serious difficulties, and its situation would be compromised if he did 
not leave Paris with satisfactory promises on the subject of the provisioning 
of Vienna. He had deemed it advisable to assure him that at that time the 
Council was considering the Austrian question in a spirit of good will. 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the notes which the Council 
had before it. He added that it was quite clear that separatist activities could 
not be tolerated without the consent of the League of Nations. Article 88 of 
the Treaty of Saint Germain was emphatic on that question. Under these 
circumstances it might well be opportune to transmit to Chancellor Renner 
a declaration which might be worded thus ; 

‘The Principal Allied and Associated Powers, anxious to ensure the 
integrity of Austria within the frontiers assigned to it, and agreed to have 
the provisions of the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-Laye observed, declare 
that they will oppose every effort which tends to endanger the integrity 
of Austrian territory, or which, contrary to the provisions of Article 88 of 
the said Treaty, would result in compromising in whatever manner, 
directly or indirectly, the political and economic independence of Austria.’ 
Such a declaration would have as corollary the measures which the Powers 
would take in favour of the provisioning of Austria. 

M. DE Martino said it was certain that from a geographical standpoint 
the Vorarlberg occupied an eccentric position in Austria and from that point 
of view the union might be grounds for long discussions. But the Council was 
confronted by a political question of the highest importance. If a separatist 
movement got a footing in the Vorarlberg there was no doubt that it would 
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spread to Styria, Carinthia and to the Tyrol, It would^ therefore, be wise 
to stop immediately a movement of that nature. That was the reason why he 
entirely approved of the proposed declaration which was then before them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he also approved. 

M. Matsui said that he agreed. 

It was decided: 

That the following declaration be submitted to Chancellor Renner in the 
name of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers ; 

That the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, anxious to ensure the 
integrity of Austria within the frontiers assigned to it, and agreed to 
have the provisions of the Treaty of Saint Germain-en-Laye observed, 
declare that they will oppose every effort which tends to endanger the 
integrity of Austrian territory, or which, contrary to the provisions of 
article 88 of the said Treaty, would result in compromising in whatever 
manner, directly or indirectly, the political and economic independence 
of Austria.’ 

The American Ambassador undertook to refer the text of this declaration 
to his Government. 

5. M. Clemengeau stated that before hearing Chancellor Renner it would 
„ . . . . , . be advisable to ask M. Loucheur to communicate to the 

ofAustry^ Reparation Commission. 

M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission had considered during a number of meetings the situation in 
Austria. It had taken the following decisions : 

(1) An arrangement had been concluded with Italy in view of sending 
immediately from Trieste to Vienna 30,000 tons of wheat. That wheat 
would be paid for out of the balance of the credit of 48,000,000 of dollars 
which had been opened for the provisioning of Austria, and would insure 
Austria’s existence until February 20. 

(2) The Reparation Commission requested France and Great Britain to 
open a credit in favour of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State on condition that 
such a credit be used for the provisioning of Austria. France was ready to 
open immediately to that effect a credit of 50,000,000 francs; the British 
Government was studying the possibility of opening a similar credit, which 
would only be done if the Serb-Groat-Slovene State actually furnished the 
amount of food stuffs it was to deliver. It was certain that it had not done so 
in the past. They were considering the sending of a commission pn the spot 
which would supeiv^ise the regularity of deliveries. That credit of 100,000,000 
of francs would enable Austria to live from February 20 to the end of April. 
The difficulty was to insure the provisioning of Austria from the end of April 
until the end of September; the O. C. of the R. G. had agreed on the neces- 
sity of opening a total credit of 100,000,000 of dollars; it was, however, 
necessary in order to do this, first, that guarantees should be had, and in the 
second place that dollars should be obtained. Neither Great Britain nor 
France had any, and there could be no doubt on the subject, nothing was 
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The Council had decided that pourparlers of a technical nature should take 
place with the Germans before the coming into force of the Treaty in order 
to settle the procedure to be adopted. Had the German technical delegates 
returned? 

M. Berthelot said that it was obvious that the Germans must be asked 
to send their technical delegates without delay, but he thought there would 
be no difficulty on that point. Von Simson had anticipated none and had 
even declared that agreement upon those questions could be arrived at in the 
course of two or three days. 

(The Council noted M. Berthelot’s statements: the meeting of Naval 
Experts and of members of the Reparation Commission with the German 
experts would take place that afternoon at 4 o’clock at 3 Rue Francois 

4. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation dated 
December 12th, 1919, on the cj[uestion of the Voraiiberg (see 
Appendix D) and a note from the same Delegation concerning 
‘dangers of breaking up of Austria’. (See Appendix E).) 

M. Clemenceau said that he had received a call from Chancellor Renner 
who in his conversation had shown the most conciliatory dispositions and had 
protested the good will of Austria with respect to the execution of the Treaty 
of Saint Germain. The Chancellor had appeared to be to him a simple and 
well meaning man. There was no doubt that his Government was confronted 
by very serious difficulties, and its situation would be compromised if he did 
not leave Paris with satisfactory promises on the subject of the provisioning 
of Vienna. He had deemed it advisable to assure him that at that time the 
Council was considering the Austrian question in a spirit of good will. 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the notes which the Council 
had before it. He added that it was quite clear that separatist activities could 
not be tolerated without the consent of the League of Nations. Article 88 of 
the Treaty of Saint Germain was emphatic on that question. Under these 
circumstances it might well be opportune to transmit to Chancellor Renner 
a declaration which might be worded thus : 

‘The Principal Allied and Associated Powers, anxious to ensure the 
integrity of Austria within the frontiers assigned to it, and agreed to have 
the provisions of the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-Laye observed, declare 
that they will oppose every effort which tends to endanger the integrity 
of Austrian territory, or which, contrary to the provisions of Article 88 of 
the said Treaty, would result in compromising in whatever manner, 
directly or indirectly, the political and economic independence of Austria.’ 
Such a declaration would have as corollary the measures which the Powers 
would take in favour of the provisioning of Austria. 

M. DE Martino said it was certain that from a geographical standpoint 
the Vorarlberg occupied an eccentric position in Austria and from that point 
of view the union might be grounds for long discussions. But the Council was 
confronted by a political question of the highest importance. If a separatist 
movement got a footing in the Vorarlberg there was no doubt that it would 
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spread to Styria, Carinthia and to the Tyrol. It would, therefore, be wise 
to stop immediately a movement of that nature. That was the reason why he 
entirely approved of the proposed declaration which was then before them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he also approved. 

M. Matsui said that he agreed. 

It was decided: 

That the following declaration be submitted to Chancellor Renner in the 
name of the Principal AUied and Associated Powers : 

^that the Principal iUlied and Associated Powers, anxious to ensure the 
integrity of Austria within the frontiers assigned to it, and agreed to 
have the provisions of the Treaty of Saint Germain-en-Laye observed, 
declare that they will oppose every effort which tends to endanger the 
integrity of Austrian territory, or which, contrary to the provisions of 
article 88 of the said Treaty, would result in compromising in whatever 
manner, directly or indirectly, the political and economic independence 
of Axistria.” 

The American Ambassador undertook to refer the text of this declaration 
to his Government. 

5. M. Clemengeau stated that before hearing Chancellor Renner it would 

„ . . . . , . be advisable to ask M. Loucheur to communicate to the 

Provisioning of Austria ^ , , _ , • • 

Council the proposals of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission had considered during a number of meetings the situation in 
Austria. It had taken the following decisions : 

(1) An arrangement had been concluded with Italy in view of sending 
immediately from Trieste to Vienna 30,000 tons of wheat. That wheat 
would be paid for out of the balance of the credit of 48,000,000 of dollars 
which had been opened for the provisioning of Austria, and would insure 
Austria’s existence until February 20. 

(2) The Reparation Commission requested France and Great Britain to 
open a credit in favour of the Serb-Groat-Siovene State on condition that 
such a credit be used for the provisioning of Austria. France was ready to 
open immediately to that effect a credit of 50,000,000 francs; the British 
Government was studying the possibility of opening a similar credit, which 
would only be done if the Serb-Groat-Slovene State actually furnished the 
amount of food stuffs it was to deliver. It was certain that it had not done so 
in the past. They were considering the sending of a commission pn the spot 
which w'oiild supervise the regularity of deliveries. That credit of 100,000,000 
of francs would enable Austria to live from February 20 to the end of April. 
The difficulty was to insure the provisioning of Austria from the end of April 
until the end of September; the O, G. of the R. G. had agreed on the neces- 
sity of opening a total credit of 100,000,000 of dollars; it was, however, 
necessary in order to do this, first, that guarantees should be had, and in the 
second place that dollars should be obtained. Neither Great Britain nor 
France had any, and there could be no doubt on the subject, nothing was 
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possible without America’s participation. If an agreement did not take place 
between America, Great Britain, France and Italy, there would be famine in 
Austria from the first of May: there was no means in the world of preventing 
that fact. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether Mr. Loucheur was speaking in the name of 
the Reparations Commission: in that case Mr. Rathbone might be heard. 

M. Loucheur stated that the Commission was of the unanimous opinion 
that a credit of 100,000,000 dollars was necessary. 

Mr. Wallace stated that if that question was to be discussed in substance 
he would ask that Mr. Rathbone be heard by the Council. 

M. Loucheur said that it was not a question at this time of discussing the 
point in substance. He was making a summary statement which the Organi- 
zation Committee of the Reparation Commission had a.sked him to make; 
but it was certain that they would have, either the next day or the day after, 
to discuss that grave problem with the participation of the members of the 
Reparation Commission. His duty was to tell the Council that famine was 
threatening. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Council would hear the Reparation Com- 
mission at its next meeting. 

M. Loucheur said that the Austrian Delegates had on the other hand told 
them that the Vienna Government had received an offer from a Dutch 
group which was ready to advance 30,000,000 florins to Austria against the 
promise that, if at a later time the Austrian Government was to grant to an 
industrial company the monopoly of tobacco, it would enjoy a priority right 
for the concession of that monopoly. Mr. Rathbone had alluded to that fact 
in saying that they were eating the artichoke leaf by leaf; that was quite 
exact ; but they had no other solution. The Organization Commission of the 
Reparation Commission therefore proposed to approve the contract between 
the Austrian Government and the Dutch group on condition that [? if] within 
two or three months, the Reparation Commission was able to work out, in 
order to float Austria financially, a possible scheme, it would be able to re- 
imburse the Dutch group. From the information in their hands, that group 
would accept such a scheme. To summarize briefly, they proposed that the 
Council should reply to Chancellor Renner by giving him immediately relief 
and by informing him that they were going on with the study of a reorganiza- 
tion of the Austrian finances. 

Chancellor Renner then entered the room. 


6. M. Clemengeau asked Chancellor Renner to speak. 

. , Chancellor Renner then read the declaration contained 

« Appendix F. ^ 

M. Clemengeau said he would ask M. Loucheur to 
inform the Chancellor of the decision taken by the Supreme Council and the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission, following declarations made by Chancellor Renner and by the 
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members of the Austrian Delegation, had taken a certain number of measures 
involving immediate application : 

(1) Through the good will of the Italian Government and that of Great 
Britain, and with the aid of France, 30,000 tons of wheat would be sent from 
Trieste into Austria: that measure was already being executed, 

(2) France and Great Britain were studying the opening of a credit in 
favour of Serbia against the latter’s delivery to Austria of the wheat it had 
promised her. The credit would only be opened in the measure where wheat 
would be delivered to Austria; an Allied mission would supervise on the spot 
those deliveries. 

(3) The Austrian Government had requested the release of a certain 
number of foreign securities which it had loaned when the first credit of 
forty-eight millions of dollars had been opened. They were now studying 
that proposal, and would be able to reply to it within eight days. They should, 
however, remark at once that they did not think that the securities in question 
constituted for Austria a means of finding within a short time the resources 
which she needed. Lastly, with regard to the loan for a first mortgage of the 
sum of thirty millions of florins, the Reparation Commission agreed to 
authorize the signing of the contract in question, with certain reservations 
which would be communicated that evening to Chancellor Renner, but 
which were not of a nature to prevent the execution of the proposed 
loan. 

They had thus insured the immediate future of Austria. As far as a much 
more important programme was concerned, which had been submitted to 
them by Chancellor Renner, the Powers would examine it and would com- 
municate their opinion within a very short time, but they found it impossible 
to give an answer on that day concerning the general question. 

Chancellor Renner said that he first wished to thank the Council and 
the Reparation Commission for the speed wdth which the requests presented 
by them had been examined, and also for the replies which had just been 
made known to them. With regard to the first point, the assurances which 
were given them that 30,000 tons of wheat would be sent immediately had 
caused them great relief; they did not know a few days before whether there 
would be bread in Vienna for Christmas. He took the liberty of insisting 
before the Italian representative, so that the sending of that wheat should not 
suffer any delay: they would thus have flour for the holidays. 

M. DE Martino said that he believed that the first trains were already on 
the way ; if they were not, they would be leaving right away. 

M. Lougheur said that M. Bertolini, the Italian representative on the 
Reparation Commission, had given them the day before the most reassuring 
information on the subject. . 

Chancellor Renner said that with regard to the opening of a credit to 
Serbia, he thought he should point out that they had once before made a 
formal contract for foodstuffs with the Serb-Groat-SIovene State : under the 
provisions of that contract, and notwithstanding the great difficulties which 
they had had in obtaining them, they had deposited with the Serbian 
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possible without America’s participation. If an agreement did not take place 
between America, Great Britain, France and Italy, there would be famine in 
Austria from the first of May: there was no means in the world of preventing 
that fact. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether Mr. Loucheur was speaking in the name of 
the Reparations Commission: in that case Mr. Rathbone might be heard. 

M. Loucheur stated that the Commission was of the unanimous opinion 
that a credit of 100,000,000 dollars was necessary. 

Mr. Wallace stated that if that question was to be discussed in substance 
he would ask that Mr. Rathbone be heard by the Council. 

M. Loucheur said that it was not a question at this time of discussing the 
point in substance. He w^as making a summary statement which the Organi- 
zation Committee of the Reparation Commission had asked him to make; 
but it was certain that they would have, either the next day or the day after, 
to discuss that grave problem with the participation of the members of the 
Reparation Commission. His duty was to tell the Council that famine was 
threatening. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Council would hear the Reparation Com- 
mission at its next meeting. 

M. Loucheur said that the Austrian Delegates had on the other hand told 
them that the Vienna Government had received an offer from a Dutch 
group which was ready to advance 30,000,000 florins to Austria against the 
promise that, if at a later time the Austrian Government was to grant to an 
industrial company the monopoly of tobacco, it would enjoy a priority right 
for the concession of that monopoly. Mr. Rathbone had alluded to that fact 
in saying that they were eating the artichoke leaf by leaf; that was quite 
exact; but they had no other solution. The Organization Commission of the 
Reparation Commission therefore prdpo.sed to approve the contract between 
the Austrian Government and the Dutch group on condition that [? if] within 
two or three months, the Reparation Commission was able to work out, in 
order to float Austria financially, a possible scheme, it would be able to re- 
imburse the Dutch group. From the information in their hands, that group 
would accept such a scheme. To summarize briefly, they proposed that the 
Council should reply to Chancellor Renner by giving him immediately relief 
and by informing him that they were going on with the study of a reorganiza- 
tion of the Austrian finances. 

Chancellor Renner then entered the room. 


6. M. Clemengeau asked Chancellor Reimer to speak. 

. . Chancellor Renner then read the declaration contained 

ieanng oj i#i Appendix F. 

Chancellor Renner , 1 1 1 A- t t 

M. Clemengeau said he w'-ould ask M. Loucheur to 
inform the Chancellor of the decision taken by the Supreme Council and the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission. 

M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission, following declarations made by Chancellor Renner and by the 
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members of the Austrian Delegation, had taken a certain number of measures 
involving immediate application : 

(1) Through the good will of the Italian Government and that of Great 
Britain, and with the aid of France, 30,000 tons of wheat would be sent from 
Trieste into Austria: that measure was already being executed. 

(2) France and Great Britain were studying the opening of a credit in 
favour of Serbia against the latter’s delivery to Austria of the wheat it had 
promised her. The credit would only be opened in the measure where wheat 
would be delivered to Austria; an Allied mission would supervise on the spot 
those deliveries. 

(3) The Austrian Government had requested the release of a certain 
number of foreign securities which it had loaned when the first credit of 
forty-eight millions of dollars had been opened. They were now studying 
that proposal, and would be able to reply to it within eight days. They should, 
however, remark at once that they did not think that the securities in question 
constituted for Austria a means of finding within a short time the resources 
which she needed. Lastly, with regard to the loan for a first mortgage of the 
sum of thirty millions of florins, the Reparation Commission agreed to 
authorize the signing of the contract in question, with certain reservations 
which would be communicated that evening to Chancellor Renner, but 
which were not of a nature to prevent the execution of the proposed 
loan. 

They had thus insured the immediate future of Austria. As far as a much 
more important programme was concerned, which had been submitted to 
them by Chancellor Renner, the Powers would examine it and would com- 
municate their opinion within a very short time, but they found it impossible 
to give an answer on that day concerning the general question. 

Chancellor Renner said that he first wished to thank the Council and 
the Reparation Commission for the speed with which the requests presented 
by them had been examined, and also for the replies which had just been 
made known to them. With regard to the first point, the assurances which 
were given them that 30,000 tons of wheat would be sent immediately had 
caused them great relief; they did not know a few days before whether there 
would be bread in Vienna for Christmas. He took the liberty of insisting 
before the Italian representative, so that the sending of that wheat should not 
suffer any delay: they would thus have flour for the holidays. 

M. DE Martino said that he believed that the first trains were already on 
the way ; if they were not, they would be leaving right away. 

M. Loucheur said that M. Bertolini, the Italian representative on the 
Reparation Commission, had given them the day before the most reassuring 
information on the subject. . ,% 

Chancellor Renner said that with regard to the opening of a credit to 
Serbia, he thought he should point out that they had once before made a 
formal contract for foodstufls with the Serb-Groat-Slovene State : under the 
provisions of that contract, and notwithstanding the great difficulties wliich 
they had had in obtaining them, they had deposited with the Serbian 
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Government 140 millions of Serbian crowns, and up to this time they had 
received nothing, or practically nothing. 

M. Loucheur said it was certain that Jugo-Slavia had not kept its pro- 
mises. For that reason he was to meet the Serbian ministers the next day in 
order to take in accord with them the necessary measures. 

Chancellor Renner stated that a few days before he left Vienna they 
had signed with Serbia a new agreement. Notwithstanding the great lack 
of rolling stock in their yards, they were lending her fifty engines so as to 
insure the transportation of that wheat. Unfortunately, however, on account 
of the late season which made it difficult to navigate the Danube, he be- 
lieved it would be difficult to obtain it. He therefore feared that the happy 
solution found by the Allied and Associated Powers would not be sufficient 
to furnish them with the necessary foodstuffs. He hoped, however, that the 
mission which M. Loucheur announced was to be sent might achieve the 
execution of the contracts. 

On the other hand, they were well aware that the foreign securities which 
they were asking the Council to release would not suffice to get them out of 
trouble. It was only an expedient. They were, however, forced to have 
recourse to it as practically Austria did not dispose of any more foreign 
securities. 

M. Loucheur said that the British and Italian representatives were 
awaiting the reply of their respective governments to the proposals of the 
Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission. They hoped that 
in four or five days they would be enabled to communicate their decision to 
the Chancellor. 

Chancellor Renner said that with regard to the monopoly of tobacco 
he was hopeful that the discussion which would take place that afternoon 
before the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission would 
have favourable results for them. 

Lastly, he was happy to hear that a prompt answer would be made to the 
general proposals which they had presented. Already the concessions which 
had been made to them guaranteed that they would be able to live during 
the next few weeks. At that they would be receiving mostly wheat, and they 
lacked everything. The fact should not be lost sight of, however, that if they 
did not succeed in getting up a programme on the whole question which 
would carry them until the next crop, Austria would go from bad to worse ; 
they would remain condemned to live from day to day. When they had left 
Viennaj their provisioning was only insured for three days! It did not need 
much effort to understand that such a situation embittered individuals, 
exasperated passions; and in order to establish a normal situation little by 
little, one should see clearly a few months ahead. He therefore took the 
liberty of insisting before the Supreme Council and the Reparation Com- 
mission in order that a methodical organization might be got under way 
which would last for ten months. If that result were obtained, he could 
guarantee that Austria and Vienna would work. People came to Vienna 
from all Eastern countries to obtain goods. As soon as they were enabled to 
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work they would have no difficulty in exporting their products and would 
thus be capable of earning their bread and paying their debts. 

M. Lougheur said that he would reply to Chancellor Renner that they 
were studying the programme which he had submitted to them; they were 
quite aware that the measures which had already been decided upon would 
only suffice for two or three months. He wished, however, to point out that 
the possible loan of thirty million florins would enable Austria to acquire 
other things besides wheat. 

Chancellor Renner wished, before leaving, to thank the Council and 
the Powers represented thereon for the assistance which had been given them. 
He hoped that the message which they could bring back to Vienna before 
Christmas would be a consolation for the populations. But in any event he 
wished to state that immediately after the holidays they would make efforts 
to better their relations with Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo-Slavia: they wished 
to forget the past and work together on the foundations laid by the Treaty of 
St. Germain. 

M. Glemenceau said that the Council thanked Chancellor Renner for the 
assurances of good will which he had just given. On their side they wished 
to express the firm hope that the promises made on both sides would be held, 

Chancellor Renner then withdrew. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix A to No. 40 

Note from the German Peace Delegation to the Supreme Council^ 

American Embassy, Paris, 
ESH Bulletin No. 14, 
December 15, 1919. 

The Representative of the German Peace Delegation. 

No. 58, (Presented in French, by M. von Lersner). 

PARIS, December 14, 1919. 

Monsieur le President: 

In reply to the note of December 8,'^ I have the honour, at the order of my 
Government, to inform your Excellency of the following : 

The German Government wishes to do away with the misunderstanding which 
creates the impression that in compensation for the absence, for the time being, 
of the Delegates of the United States in the Commissions provided for by the 
Treaty, Germany requests the right to have the terms of the Treaty modified in 
regard to the extradition of persons accused of infractions against the laws of war, 
and the repatriation of prisoners of war. The repatriation of prisoners of war has 
not been mentioned in this connection. In i*egard to the extradiiion, the German 
Government, before receiving the Allies’ note of November 1/ stated the reasons 
which would seem to make it necessary to attenuate the terms of the execution of the 

3 The m.ain part of this note was published with verbal variation in tiie British press on 
December 165 1919. 

4 See No. 37, note 4. . ' s See No. lo, appendices B and G. 
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Treaty. These reasons still deserve, to the same extent, the most serious considera- 
tion by the Allied and Associated Powers. But the German Government has 
never made its consent to the going into force of the Treaty dependent on previous 
agreement on this question. 

The German Government takes note of the fact that according to the intention 
of the Supreme Council, the right, as reserved in the last paragraph of the Protocol 
of November to have recourse to measures of coercion, military or otherwise, 
will only be effective until the state of peace shall have been established by the 
coming into force of the Treaty, and that the fulfilling of obligations, provided for 
by the Protocol, will not, from that time on, be guaranteed by stipulation other 
than the general stipulations of the Peace Treaty and the methods generally 
recognized by the law of nations. Under those conditions, the German Govern- 
ment does not maintain the objections made so far regarding the last paragraph 
of the Protocol. 

The German Government also takes note of the declaration according to which 
it is the intention of the Allies to repatriate, from the time of the deposit of ratifica- 
tions, the prisoners of war whose liberation, after the conclusion of peace, can no 
longer be subordinated to any but the conditions referred to by Article 221 — 
conditions which have already been fulfilled. 

Aside from the terms of the Protocol of November ist regarding the destruction 
of the German warships at Scapa Flow, and in view of the relative unimportance 
of the undertakings in question, and in the expectation that the deliveries effected in 
the meantime will unquestionably be taken into account, the German Government 
will raise no objections to the contents of the Protocol. The German Government 
only wishes to record the fact that the delays and the infractions of the Armis- 
tice, which, according to the Allies, have taken place, are not to be ascribed to it. 

As for the affair of Scapa Flow, the German Government renounces replying 
in a detailed fashion to the separate note which the Allies submitted on the subject.'^ 
It limits itself to the following observations : 

The so-called contradiction[s] between the memorandum of November 27th and 
the notes of June 28th and September 3rd do not exist in reality. These notes do 
not discuss the legal aspect of the question. The memorandum only examines the 
legal side of the affair, and sets forth the arguments that a court of arbitrage should 
take into consideration. 

Thi'ough an inaccurate translation, the sense of the passage of the letter of 
May 9th, from Admiral von Trotha, which was cited, is completely altered. From 
the original text, as well as fi’om the passages preceding and following it, it appears 
that it refers to instructions given to the Naval Delegates for the negotiations at 
Versailles, and not, as the Allied note supposes, to an order given Admii’al von 
Reuter. 

In the order sent by Admiral von Reuter, June 17th,. to the commanders of the 
warships, and which has just been published by the British admiralty,* it is stated 
that the Admiral should not destroy the ships unless the enemy attempted to take 
them over, -without the assent of the German Government, but that the ships 
should, on the coaitrary, be surrendei'ed to the enemy if the German Government 
accepted the Peace terms. This order proves, once more, that it is only the mis- 
taken impression that the Armistice had ceased and that a state of War again 
existed which impelled Admiral von Reuter to act as he did. He thought it his 
duty to act. under those circumstances, according to the general order which, in 
^ See No. 36, minute 2 and note 5, 
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case of war, imposes on every naval officer the duty of not allowing his ship to fall 
into the hands of the enemy. A similar order exists, besides, in the British and 
French navies. 

The German Government maintains its opinion that the best way to arrive at a 
just solution of the dispute would have been to submit it to the International 
Court of Arbitrage at the Hague. This measure would in no wise have delayed 
the going into force of the Treaty nor the signature of the Protocol, modified 
accordingly. 

The German Government can only regret that the Allies, on the contrary, 
should have taken the standpoint that it is a question of acts of war, the settlement 
of which rests with the victor. Desirous, nevertheless, of doing everything Muthin 
its power to do away with all obstacles which may oppose a prompt reestablishment 
of peace, the German Government declares its willingness to make good the damage 
caused to the Allied and Associated Governments by the destruction of the ships. 
It cannot, however, carry out this reparation in the manner provided for by the 
Protocol of November ist, as a careful examination of the matter has shown that 
the demands formulated in the protocol would compromise in an irreparable way 
the economic life of Germany and would end by excluding all possibility of fulfill- 
ing the other enormous obligations which the Treaty imposes on Germany. It can- 
not be that the Allies wish to demand that the German Government assume such 
a new obligation. According to the note of December 8th they are, themselves, 
disposed to avoid causing such a fatal injury to the vital interests of German 
economic life. They have declared themselves ready to examine the question as 
soon as the German port material has been surrendered to them. The German 
Government desires, immediately, to submit its data to the Allies and the other 
necessary data which will show to what an extent the fulfilment of these demands will 
harm the economic capacity of Germany. It has entrusted a commission of experts 
with the task of placing these data before the representatives of the Allied and 
Associated Powers and to furnish them will [? with] all desired explanations. It 
will formulate at the same time definite and detailed propositions on a mode of 
reparation which, while creating a new and heavy load for Germany in her present 
position, will not be incompatible with her vital interests. 

After having, in this way, declared itself ready in principle to afford reparation 
for the destruction of the ships in question, the German Government believes it 
may expect that the crews held until now on board wdil be repatriated without 
delay. 

The German Government hopes in this way that it will be possible to proceed 
with the signature of the Protocol immediately, and to effect the coming into force 
of the Treaty, and the return of peace, so ardently desired by the German people 
and the entire world. 

Please accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner. 

Appendix C to No. 40 

Mote from the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference 

December igig. 

In transmitting the German reply to the Secretary General of the Conference, 
hi von Lersner stated that he had been instructed with making the following point 





clear: the German Government never considered it was its right to obtain a 
modification of the Treaty on the ground that the United States have not yet 
ratified and consequently will not be represented in the Commissions for the time 
being. The German Government adheres to Article 440, which stipulates that the 
Treaty will go into effect immediately upon the ratification by three of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. 

Regarding the matter of Scapa Flow M. von Lersner stated that a delegation of 
German technicians would arrive in the morning. The Delegates would be sup- 
plied with all the necessary documents. The German Government was desirous 
of having this Commission meet, if possible as soon as to-morrow afternoon, a 
Commission of Allied technicians. M. von Lersner assured that in this event the 
Allies by to-morrow evening would be convinced of the absolute impossibility for 
Germany to satisfy the demands of the Allies concerning the 400,000 tons requested. 

M. von Lersner again insisted on Germany’s very great and sincere desire for 
the re-establishment of a state of peace. But he added, begging that the Secretary 
General should not misinterpret his words, that if the Allies insisted on the actual 
surrender of the material described in the Protocol, the German Government would 
find it impossible to sign. But immediately thereafter he referred to the fact that 
not only would the experts enlighten the Allies but would propose compensations 
very acceptable to them. M. von Lersner brought out the point that the German 
Government, in this matter, has set all questions of pride completely aside since 
it agrees to reparation for acts for which it continues to assert it is not responsible. 

Appendix D to No. 40*7 
Vorarlberg Question. 

December 12th, igig, 

From: French Delegation. 

To: Secretariat General of the Delegation of the United States of America. 

From reports which reached the French Government, the Government of 
Vienna and public opinion in Austria are very much concerned about the separatist 
movement which is to be observed in Vorarlberg. 

The Landtag of this region discussed, on December 6, the question of its union 
with Switzerland. On this subject, it has taken the four following decisions : 

(1) It asks the Central Government to recognise the right of self-determination 
for Vorarlberg, and to refer this question to the Supreme Council at Paris 
(League of Nations) . 

(2) These authorities are invited, in case of necessity, to proclaim themselves 
the right of self-determination of the country. 

(3) The communes are invited to prepare the electoral lists, with a view to an 
eventual plebiscite. 

(4) The provincial authorities are invited to take the necessary measures, in 
case they should* have to exercise the right of self-determination. 

These decisions have been communicated by the Landtag to the Chancellery of 
the State of Vienna, which has answered by the following telegram : 

‘The Government will close no legal way to Vorarlberg, if the Landtag presents 
to the Government in Vienna a proposition authorising the negotiations of 
This appendix is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz : The Treaty of St. Germain 
(California and London, 1935), pp, 331-2. 
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Voraiiberg concerning its union with Switzerland; the proposition will be for- 
warded to Paris ; but the Governnaent will, at the same time, reserve the right to 
make the necessary declarations in the interests of Austria. Vice-Chancellor 
Fink’s proposition, presented Tuesday, will therefore be accepted by the Govern- 
ment. The Government will, of course, be obliged to oppose, by every means in its 
power, any action directed against the Peace Treaties or the existing laws. It 
advises legal methods.’ 

The Allied and Associated Powers cannot remain indifferent to this question. 
It is certain, as the Austrian Delegation says, in its letter of December 2, that the 
separation of Vorariberg from Austria, would iead sooner or later to a complete 
disintegration of Austria’. The demonstrations of the Vorariberg people and of 
their Landtag have stimulated the ferments of dissolution throughout the Republic. 
It is reported that the province of Salzburg demands its reunion with Bavaria, and 
that a similar movement is gi'owing in Northern Tyrol, The agents of the Govern- 
ment of Budapest are circulating through the comitats of western Hungary, which 
were attributed to Austria, organising an agitation in favour of a plebiscite. It 
may be remarked, on this subject, that the Austrian Government now realises the 
danger of the solution it had the imprudence to request in its counter-propositions.® 

The decisions of the Peace Conference concerning the frontiers of Austria, 
determined in the interest of Europe, which inspired it with the desire to facilitate 
in every way the existence of this State, should influence it to give the Austrian 
Government offlcial support in the question of Vorariberg. 

The Supreme Council might take advantage of Chancellor Renner’s presence 
in Paris to transmit to him a declaration in which the Allied and Associated 
Powers state that they adhere, and will adhere, as far as concerns the territory of 
the Austrian Republic, to the frontiers which have been fixed by the Treaty of 
St, Germain. 

The Chancellor might be authorised to publish the declaration of the Supreme 
Council. This demonstration would strengthen the authority of the Austrian 
Government in all the regions where separatist tendencies exist. Concerning 
Vorariberg in particular, it would contribute to wipe out the movement which is 
gaining hold in certain Swiss classes for the incorporation of Vorariberg with the 
Confederation. The partisans of the incorporation invoke the danger for Switzer- 
land if Vorariberg were attached to Germany. Now, this eventuality would be 
excluded, if the Allied and Associated Powers would affirm their desire to see the 
integrity of the Austrian Republic maintained. 


Appendix E to No. 40 ^ 

Dangers of tfie Disintegration of Austria 

The deplorable situation now existing in Austria from an economic point of 
view favours all efforts towards disintegration instigated in the country by the 
pan-Germans who thus hope to annex the new State piece by piece by evading 
the provisions of the St. Germain and Versailles Treaties which prohibit the attach- 
ment of Austria to Germany, 

® At the time of the pi'eparation of the treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye the Austrian 
Government had reqtiested that a plebiscite be held in that part of western Hungary which 
it was proposed to attribute to Austria: see Vol. I, No, 36, minute 7. 

5 This appendix is printed by N, Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., pp. 332-4. 
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The Vorariberg Landtag decided, on December 6, to request the Government 
at Vienna to recognize a right of self-determination to the province, and to submit 
the question to the Supreme Council at Paris and to the League of Nations. Pre- 
paratory measures for an eventual plebiscite were taken, as well as provisions^ with 
a view to the separation from Austria. 

In Switzerland public opinion is considerably stirred up, but is divided. 

In certain circles, especially in the Germanic districts, a propaganda for tlie 
annexation of Vorariberg to Switzerland is being conducted, while another current 
of opinion is hostile to such annexation through fear of seeing the religious or 
linguistic proportion displaced in the Confederation. 

Plowever, the Swiss Government has taken the following position, viz., that it 
will not favour the annexation of Vorariberg to Switzerland as long as the in- 
tegrity of Austria is maintained. It is only in the event that Austria would become 
disintegrated and the annexation of Vorariberg to Germany a possibility, that 
Switzerland would support the independence of Vorariberg and even consider its 
annexation, to prevent such an eventuality. 

It is also agreed in Switzerland to submit the question to the League of Nations 
if need be. 

On the other hand, an annexationist movement is being manifested in the 
Limburg [? Salzburg] district favouring Bavaria, and a similar movement is also 
evident in the Tyrol where it has assumed the form of a request for economic 
annexation with Germany. 

Finally, the Hungarians announce that they will claim a plebiscite for the dis- 
tricts of Western Hungary, which were annexed to Austria by the St. Germain 
Treaty. The Government at Vienna, greatly alarmed, appeals to the Powers to 
obtain the solemn assurance that they will not permit a like destruction of the work 
of the St. Germain Treaty. 

Article 88 of this Treaty is formal, and is drawn up as follows; 

‘The independence of Austria is inalienable otherwise than with the consent of 
the Council of the League of Nations. Consequently Austria undertake.s in the 
absence of the consent of the said Council to abstain from any act wdiich might 
directly or indirectly or by any means w^hatever compromise her independence, 
particularly, and until her admission to membership of the League of Nations, by 
participation in the affairs of another Power.’ 

These provisions were taken wth a view to protecting European interests which 
exist more than ever and which should create a desire to favour the Austrian State 
by every means. 

It is therefore proposed to accord the Austrian Government public support in 
the form of a declaration which might be drawn up as follows and delivered to 
Chancellor Renner: 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers, desirous of assuring the existence of Austria 
within the frontiers as assigned, and determined to have the provisions of the 
Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye respected, declare that they will oppose, every 
effort of a nature to infringe upon the integrity of Austrian territory or which, 
contrary to the stipulations of Article 88 of the said Treaty, would result in com- 
promising in any manner, whether directly or indirectly, the political or economic 
independence of Austria.’ 

It is understood that in order to give full force to this public declaration, tlie 
Supreme Council should offer at the sa.me time full security to Austria relati\'e to 
her provisioning, and also take all measures necessary to insure her econotnic life. 
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Appendix F to No. 40 

Mr. President, Gentlemen of the Supreme Council: 

In a moment of most distressful plight the people of Austria, in behalf of which 
we appear before you, in [? is] taking refuge with the Supreme Council of the 
Allied and Associated Powers. We are well aware of the fact that here in Paris 
not only the political fate of countries but also the economic existence of nations 
are decided on. Our Mission is not a political one. In St. Germain our political 
future has been settled and our people, represented by the National Assembly, a 
body elected in general suffrage, has accepted with a majority of five-sixths of all 
men and women in Austria the terms of the St. Germain Treaty as a basis for their 
political existence and future, and thus adopted with confidence the system estab- 
lished in St. Germain. . 

Since that time our people have come into a desperate situation; seven millions 
of people are literally on the point of perishing by hunger and cold. In the name 
of humanity we implore the powers ruling the world to put an end to these atrocious 
sufferances unworthy of modern civilization; to put an end to this destruction of 
all working power, to the fearful mortality of children, to the physical and moral 
infirmity of the future generation ! 

May I be spared to picture to you the present state of our country and the 
suffering of our people. I know that the exhaustive and conscientious reports of 
the Missions did not leave the Governments of the Great Powers in doubt as to 
our present situation. The daily rations, which hard-working people have contented 
themselves to line [live] on, are so small that the more fortunate nations of the west 
could hardly conceive how a household could be kept on them. Today we are 
not able to deal out but a portion of said rations, and even that not to ail of our 
people. 

In Vienna we could only distribute 100 gr. of bread and flour a day and head, 
these last few weeks ; at some other places outside of Vienna there was no bread at 
all. Nevertheless our people maintained peace and order up to the last moment. 
There is hardly a foreigner who did not admire them for [?t]his heroism. For 
this patience has been shown by our people now for years. With painful regret I 
have to confess that acts of violence and pillage have occurred these last few days. 
We condemn and punish such deeds, but the judges’ verdict is influenced by pity. 
Unspeakable care has brought us here; we fear that we do not possess the strength 
to leave this place if this care is not taken from us. 

For even these small and irregularly dealt out rations could only last till about 
the middle of January, at which time we will be left without any food. The 
Austrian Government could not remain in office up to the very moment when the 
last kg. of flour, the last deka of fat has been given out, and the six million people 
are facing complete exhaustion of all their supplies. The Government bears before 
its own country and the entire world the responsibility that mankind shall not be 
surprised by such a catastrophe, which is bound to deal a heavy blow on the 
conscience of the civilized world. 

I hardly need to cite the reasons, which have brought matters so far. There are 
chiefly two reasons : our own country in its present shape was only able to produce 
even in good times of peace a third or fourth of the year’s demand in breadstuffs. 
Therefore self-aid is of no avail to us. The second reason is that the agriculture of 
the neighbouring countries and of Eastern Europe is run down to such an extent 
that it yields only a small or no surplus at all. Our next neighbours are 
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mostly showing the best intentions, but we could convince ourselves that partly 
their soil, partly their railroads are giving out. The Austrian Government has 
in conformity with its duty and with the aid of the Great Powers made all efforts 
to assure our demand through agreements, but to our great distress we had to 
convince ourselves during these last few weeks, that it is impossible to build up our 
provision-system on an exchange of goods with our neighbours, and that the East 
dykd [? could] at the best supply additional contributions only. This disappointment 
prompted us to look towards the West, and this w^as the source of our second more 
fateful embarrassment. 

Even in case a credit for the purchase of foodstuffs should be granted in the West 
to the Austrian Government, the provisions could only then be started moving 
and therefore could not arrive in time, but at the best in two months. 

Through our disappointment in the East tuimed towards the West, we see to our 
own great dismay, that the time is too short. We cannot wait until the provisions are 
shipped across the Atlantic Ocean. Our first prayer therefore is, that the quantities 
needed for the taking care of the minimal rations for the next two months be 
advanced us out of the stocks available in Europe. 

The breakdown of our currency system, an event which has not its equal and 
could not be foreseen in its actual extent by any one, makes it impossible for us to 
pay in our own money. We therefore must pray that the food supplies conceded 
out of the European Stocks be credited to us ‘in natura’, and that we obtain at the 
same time a credit, which would enable us to buy immediately, that is to say in 
this very hour, in countries across the Ocean, in order that the grain shipped from 
over there not only could replenish the said stocks, but also reach our country as 
soon as possible, to be distributed there. Not until then can a regular provisioning- 
service be taken up. 

This, however, requires on the other part that our people are placed in a position 
to have continuous work. We must work in order that we ourselves may provide 
for our living and meet the obligations imposed on us by the Treaty of St. Germain. 
In our country employers and employes have after months of deep depression 
following the catastrophe of war shown the best intentions to resume work, 
but lack of food and above all of coal rendered it impossible to revive industrial 
activity. For unfortunately nature has denied to the territory awarded to us by 
the Treaty of St. Germain any coal-field worth while mentioning. We can only 
obtain the necessary minimum of food and raw materials, if the leading Allied 
Powers grant us a credit sufficient for said purpose. The Austrian Republic as 
created by the Peace of St, Germain does not possess at present foreign currency, 
contains incoherent parts of the whole productive machinery of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy and requires a transition period in order that its people 
could rearrange their activity in conformity with the changed conditions. 

Such credits are provided for in the peace terms. The provisions contain more- 
over all guarantees which Austria has to offer and all means of control to which 
Austria has to submit itself in order to assure repayment of said credits and repara- 
tion. We realize that it will require a length of time until a complete plan for the 
execution of thes'e peace terms is worked out and carried into effect. The Austrian 
Government and people therefore appreciated it greatly that the Sub-Committee 
of the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission was sent to Vienna 
several weeks ago, where its members devoted themselves with great zeal and pain 
to their difficult task. But I want to call the attention of the Supreme Council 
to the fact that this aid may come too late, if we are left in this uncertain state of 
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affairs for months to come and are prevented from resuming activity, living through 
all this time from hand to mouth. Under the present circumstances no conscien- 
tious man could remain in a x'esppnsible public position knowing that it is impos- 
sible for him to help, so that without the assistance of the Allied and Associated 
Powers our country would be delivered to full anarchy. The existence and social 
order of our population being in greatest danger we have full confidence that our 
appeal will be favourably understood and be followed by an immediate intervention. 
Our life after being assured by your assistance we [«r] shall make all efforts to help 
us ourselves as far as our strengths go. 

It would be our greatest satisfaction to reach the point where we do not have 
to come for help anymore as every state has to overcome its difficulties by itself. 

The Austrian Government is fully conscious of the responsibility which it carries 
for the existence of the Austrian people and the maintenance of order in their own 
country. And — to be sure — we are pleading here above all the cause of the people. 
But we have the frankness to declare that we do not carry this responsibility alone, 
but that we are standing under higher duty while we are taking care of our people’s 
welfare. Europe is still far from a state of political steadiness of organized economic 
affairs and of social security, which state to attain must be the aim of all fair- 
minded people. We have the feeling that our country is the centre of the actual 
economic depression and the spot where the social suffering has reached its highest 
point. Our breakdown is bound to affect the whole system of the new states 
created by the Treaty of St. Germain and of entire Central Europe; it is bound to 
shake up the economic conditions of the entire world, so that no country, no part 
on our earth could get away from it. Therefore we comprise all we need in this 
one prayer: 

Give kindly to our state, which in full confidence adopted the system established 
by the Great Powers, by your support a chance to save itself in order that it may 
fulfil its duty at its proper post and in the same time in the service of the entire 
world. 


No. 41 

H.D. 1 12.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichoris Room, Quai d^ Or say, Paris, on Wednesday, 
December ly, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 3erthelot, M. .de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S-A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop, British Empire: Gapt. 

Lothian Small. France: ML, dt Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter : M. Mantoux. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Colonel J. A. Logan, Mr. Rathbone. 

British Empire: Mr. Leeper, Gdt. [w] MacDonald, Cdt. [sic] Macnamara. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Leygues, Gen. Le Rond, Amiral Le Vavasseur, 
M. Hermitte, M. Massigli. 

Italy: M. Bertolini, G. Amiral Grassi, Gdt. Fea. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. M. Loucheur said that the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission had examined at its preceding meeting the 
Economic and Financial ge^f^j-al economic situation of Austria. He had had the 
AZlirnRlpumc honour of explaining the day before to the Supreme 
Council the measures proposed for providing Austria 
with foodstuffs for from two to two months and a half. There still remained 
to be examined measures of a more general order which would insure the 
economic uplift of Austria for a longer period. From information received 
that morning the negotiations concerning the loan of 30,000,000 florins 
which Austria was trying to conclude with a Dutch group were proceeding 
and it could be hoped that the pourparlers would succeed. 

The Organization Committee had received from the Austrian Chancellor 
and from the Food Minister a memorandum which gave an estimate of the 
measures which would be necessary each month to insure the provisioning 
of Austria; that estimate gave the following figures; 


Monthly : 

50.000 tons of wheat, i.e. 

1,600 tons of meat, i.e. 

3,400 tons of fats, i.e. . 

30.000 boxes condensed milk, i.e. 


5.500.000. 00 

1 . 000 . 000.00 
2,700,000.00 

300,000.00 


making a total of . . . . $9,500,000.00 each month. 

They would therefore, so as to take care during seven months of Austria’s 
needs, require a sum of seventy million dollars as a minimum. The figure 
asked by the Austrian Delegation for the same period amounted to one 
hundred million dollars. The financial effort to be accomplished was there- 
fore included between those two figures. 

The Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission could only 
refer to the letter which it had sent on the 14th November last to the President 
of the Conference.* It had pointed out in that letter that it was not for it to 
decide on the principle of the loan to be granted to the Austrian Republic. 
That question was not within its competence and concerned exclusively the 
different Allied^overnments. The Organization Committee would therefore 
limit itself, in case the principle of a loan was adopted, to suggesting certain 
measures of protection, such as the establishment of a certain control over 
the finances of Austria. The Austrian Government should furthermore 
promise to have certain financial laws voted so as to give the Powers all 
* See No, 27, minute 4 and appendix E. 
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desirable guarantees. Before examining those questions in detail, it was, 
however, advisable to solve the question of principle and to know whether 
they intended or not to grant Austria an important loan which might vary 
between seventy and one hundred millions of dollars; tliat was a question 
which the Organization Committee now asked the Conference to settle. 

M. Gambon said it was important to settle before anything else the 
question of principle, and he would ask the representative of the United 
States of America to give his opinion on the matter. 

Mr. Wallace said that he would refer the question to his government that 
very day, and hoped to obtain a reply within two or three days. 

M. Gambon said it seemed to him extremely important, as well as to the 
French Government, to come as promptly as possible to Austria’s help, so as 
to avoid throwing into absolute want the population of the small Austrian 
State which the Allies had just created. 

Mr. Wallace said that M. Gambon had not been present at the preceding 
meeting where he had very clearly stated his position. His principal duty 
consisted in following the meetings of the Council as an observer and in 
forwarding immediately to his government all questions of a nature to be 
submitted to its decision. He did not have the necessary powers to express 
before the Council opinions which would be binding upon the American 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question had already come up before the 
Council and it had been decided that it concerned the governments alone. ^ 
The British Government, as a matter of fact, was ready to bear its share of 
the expenses involved in the economic reestablishment of Austria, but only 
on the formal condition that America should also stand its share. That con- 
sideration was all the stronger as in the actual state of the financial market 
nothing of any value could be done without the help of the United States. 
It was not pounds or francs that they needed, but dollars, which they could 
only obtain from the United States. His Government had made every effort 
to arrive at an agreement on the subject with the Government at Washington. 
It had telegraphed many times, but no decision seemed to have been yet 
taken at Washington. They still hoped that a favourable decision might be 
taken in the United States, and if so, he could assure the Council that his 
Government would act in the most sympathetic spirit towards the Austrian 
Republic. 

M, DE Martino said that they had the strongest reasons, as well from a 
humanitarian as from a political point of view, for coming quickly to 
Austria’s help, whose actual situation appeared extremely serious. They had, 
however, as Sir Eyre Crowe recalled, decided that it belonged to the govern- 
ments alone to take decision on the loan which should b^ granted to the 
government at Vienna. The Italian Government had not yet taken a 
decision, and it was natural that it should await, before doing so, the result 
of the negotiations taking place between London and Washington. It was 
indeed a question of obtaining dollars, which the United States alone were 
able to supply. 
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M, Matsui said that he had also referred that question to his Government 
and had not yet received a reply. He was therefore not able to state pre- 
cisely what attitude would be adopted by the Japanese Government; but he 
hoped that it would be able to participate in the common task. 

M. Gambon said that under those conditions he did not see that they could 
do anything more on that day, and he proposed to adjourn the discussion 
until such time as the interested governments would have made known their 
decisions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished to ask how far they had got on the question of 
wheat, which the Serbian Government was to deliver to Austria. Numerous 
difficulties had come up on the subject, and he hoped M. Loucheur had been 
able to obtain from the Serbian Delegates the promise that they would fulfil 
their contract. 

M. Loucheur said that he was going to see that very afternoon Mr, Trum- 
bitch as well as the Serbian Minister of Agriculture, Mr. Lascovitch. As he 
had informed the Council on the preceding day, he intended to propose that 
an interallied commission be sent which would be charged with the verifica- 
tion on the spot of the conditions under which the food stuffs were sent, and 
which would insure the satisfactory settlement of all questions concerning 
the performance of the contract made between Austria and the Jugo-Slav 
Government. 

(The discussion on that question was adjourned to a later date.) 

2 . M. Loucheur read and commented on a note of the Organization Com- 
mittee on the subject. (See Appendix A.)^ He said that 
Collection by Germany difference of interpretation which had taken place 

Ato m sold Committee of Organization concerning the resolu- 

tions adopted by the Council on the 6th and gth of 
December seemed to be of merely academic interest. As a matter of fact, 
Germany having sent delegates to Paris with a view to signing the protocol, 
and the latter appearing on the whole to be in a conciliatory spirit, it might 
be hoped that the exchange of ratifications might take place within a very 
few days and that the Treaty might then come into force. He did not, 

2 Not printed. This note, dated December 15, 1919, reported that the British and 
American representatives on the committee considered that the resolution on this subject 
adopted by the Supreme Council on December 9 (No. 39, minute 8) ‘included the 
suppression’ of paragraph 3 of the resolution adopted on December 6 (No. 37, minute 2) : 
whereas the Belgian, French and Italian representatives considered that the decision of 
December 9 was ‘subject to the reservation’ of paragraph 3 of the decision of December 6. 
The American, British and Italian representatives advised the Supreme Council of their 
opinion that ‘in the interest of Reparations, No. 3 of the decision of December 6 should be 
modified and the proposition adopted by the Committee should immediately be com- 
municated to Gerigany. . . . Placing themselves on the standpoint of “Reparations”, the 
French and Belgian Delegates were of the opinion that the payment of customs duties on a 
gold basis should be authorized. But, from the same point of view, and in the super i or 
interest of Reparations, those two delegates were also of the opinion that all measures for 
exerting pressure which may bring about the rapid ratification of the Treaty, should be 
maintained, and, consequently, the aimuHation of No. 3 of the Resolution of the Supreme 
Council of December 6th, should not be requested.’ 
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however, see any objection to addressing at this time a letter to the Germans 
telling them what it had done at its meeting of December gth (h.d. no) .3 
If the Council so decided the Organization Committee would immediately 
prepare a draft letter which would be submitted to the Council. 

It was decided: 

that the Organization Committee of the Reparation, Commission should 
submit to the Council a draft letter to the German Delegation informing it 
of the decisions taken by the Cotmcil at its meeting of December 9 (H.D. 
110)3 concerning the question of collection by Germany of the customs 
duties in gold marks. 

3- M. Lougheur said that the members of the Reparation Commission had 
„ , - , . held a meeting on the previous day with the naval 

between the Allied and experts and those sent by Germany at which it had been 
German delegates on the discussed the questions [yic] relative to the reparations 
subject of reparations claimed for the Scapa Flow affair. They knew that by the 
claimed by the Supreme German note Germany declared itself unable to sur- 
Counal jor the Scapa render the 400,000 tons of naval material which had been 

owsin -tng claimed from her. They thought, however, that the 

Germans were going to propose compensations of another order. Indeed, the 
German note stated that ‘the German Government has charged a commission 
of experts to put these data before the representatives of the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and to give them the necessary explanations; it will 
formulate at the same time precise and definite proposals for a mode of 
reparations which, although it would mean a new and heavy burden for 
Germany in its present situation, would not be contrary to its vital interests’ 
that sentence seemed to indicate on the part of the Germans an intention to 
offer compensation to the Allied Powers for that part of the claimed naval 
material which they declared they were unable to surrender. 

The Germans, however, had not made any proposal of that kind. They 
had been satisfied with giving a list of material actually existing in their ports, 
which they estimated approximately at 700,000 tons, of which 500,000 tons 
were docks and the remainder dredges, tugs, etc. The figures given by the 
Germans did not agree with those furnished by the Allies’ own experts. The 
difference was approximately one of 85,000 to 90,000 tons. As a matter of 
fact a meeting between their naval experts and those of the Germans had 
been held on the previous evening. The figures given by the two parties had 
been compared, but he did not yet know the results obtained at that meeting. 

Supposing, however, that the figures as given by the Germans were correct, 
the Germans offered to deliver to the Allies 192,000 tons out of the 700,000 
which they claimed to have. He made no difficulty in admitting that, if the 
Germans only possessed 700,000 tons of port material, they could not sur- 
render 400,000 thereof. But the important point was that the Germans up 
to this time offered no compensation whatsoever for the 208,000 tons which 
they declared they were unable to surrender, 

3 No. 39, minute 8. 
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Under those conditions a first question came up on which the}' needed a 
decision of the Supreme Council. Should their Committee limit itself to 
examining whether the Germans were offering them a sufficient proportion 
of their available port material? Should they, on the contrary, examine what 
compensations the Germans could give them? From a purely personal point 
of view it seemed to him that they might request the Germans that they 
promise to build within a time limit of from three to five years a quantity 
of docks corresponding to the 208,000 tons which they refused to surrender. 

Contrary to their expectations, the Germans had also raised the question 
of the five light cruisers which, according to the provisions of the protocol, 
were to be delivered to the Allies. The Germans insisted on keeping those 
five cruisers, maintaining that their ports and coastline would remain without 
proper defence if those ships were taken away from them. They offered in 
exchange to surrender to the Allies five other cruisers actually under con- 
struction. They, however, had been unable to furnish any precise time when 
the building of those cruisers would be completed. The Germans were to get 
information from Berlin on the subject, and the experts might probably know 
where they stood on the following day. Before examining that question, how- 
ever, it was important that the Council take a decision as to whether the 
Organization Committee should or should not be asked to examine what 
compensations the Germans could furnish for that part of the material which 
had been claimed and which they declared it was impossible for them to 
surrender. 

M. Leygues said that before seeking for a compensation, it would be 
necessary first to confirm the exactness of the figures given by the Germans. 
The figures which had been arrived at by their experts after a conscientious 
and thorough search, coincided in fact with the data furnished in 1916 by a 
special German review, the Gemanischer Lloyd. As they had naval experts 
on the spot, they might ask them to verify rapidly in the German ports the 
correctness of the figures which had been given them. If they found out that 
those figures were exact, they might look for compensation in another direc- 
tion. But the difference was too important, approaching at least 85,000 tons, 
for them to accept without any verification whatsoever the figures given by 
the Germans. 

M. Loucheur said that he quite realized the importance of verifying the 
German figures. But such an investigation might necessarily take a certain 
time, and it was important before all not to delay the signature of the protocol, 
and consequently the coming into force of the Treaty. They might proceed 
at once v/ith the signature of the protocol, accepting the German figures 
under reserve of later verification which might be made quite rapidly. If 
the figures give's^ by the Germans were found to be wrong, the Allied and 
Associated Powers would thus be enabled to increase their claims. He did not 
think that the Germans would object to such a procedure for they had 
informed them on the preceding day that their data were exact to within 
five percent. It belonged, however, to the Gouncil to reply to the question 
which he had put a few minutes ago. Should the Organization Committee 



of the Reparations Commission be charged with finding another form of com- 
pensation? ' ’ 

Mr, Wallace asked whether the Organization Committee could not give 
an opinion to the Council on the question of principle raised. 

M. Lougheur said that he did not think that the Organization Com- 
mittee would be in a position to do so. It was, as a matter of fact, a political 
question in the first place. Should the Allies maintain the point of view they 
had expressed to Germany in the shape of an ultimatum? From the special 
point of view which interested the Reparation Commission the question was 
a secondary one. It was indeed quite clear that they would not be able to 
make the Germans pay twice, and that what they would pay on the one hand 
they would not pay on the other. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he fully agreed with Mr. Loucheur that it was 
an essentially political question, and for that reason he was not in a position 
to take an immediate decision. He had telegraphed to his Government on 
the previous evening explaining the general lines of the situation as it 
appeared to him. They should not forget that their last note demanded from 
Germany the signature of the protocol as it stood. It was only after that 
signature that the Powers were to examine whether certain concessions could 
be made to Germany. The first question before them, therefore, was to know 
whether they ought to abandon the principle which they had formally laid 
down. It should indeed not be lost sight of that the Germans were trying to 
bring them round to a procedure which was just the opposite. They wished 
to bargain first and sign afterwards. He had drawn the attention of the 
British Government to the fact that the German Government had been 
satisfied with offering them half of what they had demanded from it, without 
giving detailed explanations on that reduction. 

M. Loucheur said that he must admit that the Germans had handed to 
them a very long and rather complete memorandum on the subject. He 
thought, however, that it was quite certain that a complete acceptance of 
their demands would throw German navigation into very deep trouble, 
especially on account of the lack of tugs. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was whether the Organization 
Committee was in a position to judge on the German claims from the indica- 
tions furnished by that memorandum, without having recourse to an in- 
vestigation on the spot. He would add that his own experts had told him that 
the explanations given in the German memorandum were very vague and 
were confined to ideas of a very general character. He would, however, refer 
that question also to his Government. 

M. Loucheur said that in the next conversation he would have with the 
Germans he would ask them for more precisions and wo^ld make every 
effort to force them to put their cards on the table. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the third point which had attracted his atten- 
tion was the remarkable discrepancy in the figures of the port material then 
in Germany. For example: in the list drawn up by the Allies figured two 
floating docks of very large dimensions at Dantzig. According to the Ger- 
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mans there were no docks at Dantzig. As it happened they had in Paris 
certain of their Allied experts who, he was assured, had seen those docks at 
Dantzig with their own eyes. When the Germans told them that those docks 
did not exist it might well be that they simply meant that they had been sold. 
That would be a fact which would be easy to verify as they had people at 
Dantzig. An answer could be had in two or three days. 

To sum up, he would say that he could not express an opinion on the pro- 
cedure to be followed towards the Germans, for the reason that the question 
of procedure was closely allied to that of principle. Four questions were 
raised : 

1. Gould they abandon the principle they had sustained until now to- 
wards the Germans, namely that they, the Germans, should sign the protocol 
before any discussion, and that it would only be then that the Council would 
examine concessions they might eventually make? 

2. Were there grounds for verifying on the spot the data furnished by the 
Germans? 

3. Were they ready to make concessions in the amount of material claimed 
by them, and, if so, how far should those concessions go? 

4. Lastly, should they look for a compensation for that part of the tonnage 
which the Germans said they were incapable of handing over? 

On the other hand, he was very much struck by the views expressed by 
Mr. Loucheur on the necessity of arriving at an agreement as soon as possible 
so as not to delay once more the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. DE Martino said that there was no doubt that the pourparlers which 
were going on concealed the Germans’ desire to bargain and to obtain some 
advantages before the signature. They certainly had great interest in pre- 
venting that little game. They should not, however, lose sight of the fact that, 
of all the aims they had before them, the most important of all was to reach, 
as quickly as possible, the coming into force of the Treaty which alone would 
allow the Reparation Commission to function. They should, according to 
him, subordinate all other considerations to that fundamental aim. The 
question of reparations to be exacted for the Scapa Flow incident presented 
itself under a double aspect ; a political and a technical one. From the technical 
point of view, his experts informed him that it was not impossible that certain 
mistakes might have been made, such as, for instance, that docks might have 
been counted twice. He was not competent in those matters, but it seemed to 
him that they should take into account a certain possibility of errors. An 
investigation on the spot might of course be advantageous, but such a pro- 
cedure would take time and delay the coming into force of the Treaty. From 
a political point of view they should not hide from themselves the danger 
there would be 4 n delaying the Treaty’s coming into force, on account of the 
interior situation of Germany, which was evidently unstable. They should 
avoid giving the Imperialist Party, which might not perhaps be numerous 
but which was energetic, and troublesome, an occasion to resume its agitation 
against the Government. 

He did not make any proposition, but wished to point out the interest there 
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would be in putting the Treaty into force as rapidly as possible. They should, 
according to the expression used on the preceding day by M. Glemenceau, 
avoid giving the Germans the possibility of rebounding and of creating new 
difficulties for the Allies. 

M. Matsui said that they all seemed agreed on the necessity of a prompt 
coming into force of the Treaty. M. Loucheur’s proposal tending to sign the 
protocol without delay, with the reservation of an ulterior verification of the 
figures furnished by the Germans, seemed to him opportune. It did not, 
however, seem absolutely necessary to him that a decision should be arrived 
at on that day, and there would be no inconvenience in waiting a day or tv/o, 
which would perhaps allow for certain verifications. 

M. Lougheur said that he was to see the German experts at three o’clock. 
He would then make them define the reasons for the reduction they proposed. 
He would, furthermore, ask them once more whether they offered any com- 
pensation whatsoever for the missing tonnage. 

Mr. Wallace said that his opinion was that it would be preferable to 
await, before taking a decision, the instructions of their respective govern- 
ments. 

M. Berthelot said that he had seen M. Glemenceau that same morning 
and that he had explained the situation to him. He, of course, was not 
qualified to speak for the President before the Council, but he thought he 
could give it his impressions simply for their information. M. Glemenceau 
was of the opinion that a reply should be made to the last German note: 
I, in order to take note of the German declaration that no difficulty would be 
raised on account of the absence of the American or other delegates on the 
Commissions; 2 , to define the sense to be given to that part of the note con- 
cerning measures of coercion. He had prepared, in accord with M. Froma- 
geot, two draft texts on the subject, which had been approved by the President 
of the Council and might be discussed when the whole of the reply to be made 
to Germany came up for examination. M. Fromageot had observed to him 
that amongst German precedents alone might be found seven or eight cases 
of measures of military coercion taken without a declaration of war, such as 
those of Haiti or Zanzibar.^ 

On the other hand it was necessary to request the Germans to send dele- 
gates immediately to take up practical questions relative to the functioning 
of plebiscite and other commissions. If negotiations on the subject were not 
immediately opened, the coming into force of the Treaty ran the risk of being 
materially delayed. 

He would not speak for the moment of the question of the light cruisers 
which would be taken up by the Minister of Marine. 

On the question of substance which had been submitted b7' M. Loucheur, 

s In 1904 the German warship Panther had been.ordered to Port au Prince in order to 
act in concert with a French warship in exacting reparation for an attack by Haitian soldiers 
upon the German and French diplomatic representatives in Haiti. In 1885 a squadron of 
German warships had made a demonstration off Zanzibar and compelled the Sultan of 
Zanzibar to accept certain German demands. 
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M, .Giemenceau was of the opinion that the 192,000 tons offered by the 
Germans should be accepted, and that a compensation should be found for 
the lacking tonnage. On account of the necessity of arriving at a quick 
solution, they might immediately proceed to sign with the reservation of a 
later verification of the figures which had been furnished. Should those 
figures be found incorrect, the Allies would be entitled to claim a greater 
portion of the German port material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether it would not be advisable to ask the 
Germans to send delegates at once to take up the questions relative to the 
practical organization of the commissions provided for by the Treaty, with- 
out awaiting the drafting of the note addressed to the Germans. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Dutasta observed that the procedure proposed 
by Sir Eyre Crowe would have the inconvenience of giving the Germans the 
impression that they were ready to yield on the question of reparations to be 
furnished by them for the Scapa Flow incident. It would be wiser to await 
the result of the next meeting with the German delegates which would take 
place that very afternoon. The German delegates sent from Berlin to examine 
the question of organization of the Commissions should have instructions 
to sign within 48 hours, 

M. Lougheur said that he would report to the Council at its next meeting 
the result of the interview which he would have that afternoon with the 
German representatives. 

M. Leygues said that, concerning the question of the light cruisers, he 
wished to state that he was not of the opinion that the German proposal 
should be considered before the exchange of ratifications. They were not, 
as a matter of fact, in a position in the short time which separated them from 
that exchange, to appreciate the exactness of the information given by the 
Germans. The latter offered them, in exchange for the five cruisers which 
they were to surrender, five ships which were still on the ways, and they 
ignored the progress of their construction. As that was an important 
question, especially for the French Navy, he would ask to be allowed to 
examine it at leisure, and this would not be possible until after the signature 
of the protocol, for investigations would have to be made which would take 
from fifteen days to three weeks at the minimum. 

M. Berthelot said that it might perhaps be possible to tell the Germans 
that they maintained their claims on the question of the cruisers with the 
possibility of examining after the coming into force of the Treaty whether 
certain substitutions might prove acceptable. 

M. Gambon said that if they told the Germans that they would examine 
the question after the coming into force of the Treaty, they would either 
think that the Allies intended to deceive them with a view to obtaining their 
signature, or consider that reply as a tacit agreement to give them satisfaction, 
at least in part. It therefore seemed to him that, as M. Leygues had objec- 
tions to put forward against the Germa.nsV claim, it would be best to reply by 
a pure and simple refusal which would not, however, prevent their eventually 
examining the question anew, should there be need to do so, 
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M. Leygues said he entirely agreed with the views of the Chairman. 

M. Berthelot said that the ships under construction which the Germans 
offered to exchange for those they claimed should be demolished under the 
provisions of the Treaty. Their claim was, therefore, contrary to the stipula- 
tions of the Treaty. 

M. Gambon said that the latter consideration seemed to him final and, in 
his opinion, should lead the Council to refuse the Germans’ demand purely 
and simply. 

Mr. Wallace said that it seemed a very reasonable conclusion to reach. 

Admiral Grassi stated that before denying purely and simply the Germans’ 
claim, it would be wise to remark that if things remained as they were 
Germany would find itself in the following year with five light cruisers which 
would be twenty years old. Under those conditions she would be entitled, 
according to the terms of the Treaty, to rebuild new ships in place of those 
old units. A net loss would result in the way of labour and construction 
material. What was the need of obliging Germany to destroy warships which 
she had in her ways, if she was to rebuild new ones si.x months later? 

M. Matsui said that he thought it preferable to maintain their demand as 
it stood. 

Mr. Wallace said that he wished to point out that the opinion which he 
had expressed was purely personal : in that question as in all others he was 
not qualified to bind his Government, unless he had received explicit and 
precise instructions to that effect. 

M. Berthelot said that he would observe that Mr. Polk having already 
signed the protocol, it did not seem that new instructions should be necessary 
when it was merely a question, as was the case for the question of the cruisers, 
of maintaining the text of that protocol. 

M. Leygues said that as a matter of fact the Council had reached, on the 
question of the cruisers, a unanimous decision. The discussion which had 
taken place with regard to the new request of the Germans did not bear in 
any manner whatsoever on the principle of that decision, but merely on the 
forms of its execution. Under those conditions and without, of course, 
wishing to exercise any pressure of [on] the representative of the United States, 
it seemed to him that new instructions were not necessary. He would point 
out that this was a question which interested France primarily and which 
only offered for America and Great Britain interest of a secondary nature. 
He would, however, simply mention that the principle had been adopted 
unanimously by the Conference. 

Mr. Wallace stated that he felt obliged to repeat that everything he 
might say before the Council was unofficial, except in cases where he had 
received explicit instructions from his Government. He hop&d it would not 
always be necessary to repeat that all that he said here had an unofficial 
character. 

M. Cambon said that the question was whether they maintained prior 
decisions of the Conference or whether they accepted the new request formu- 
lated by the Germans with regard to the cruisers. It seemed to him that 


557 



instructions would only be necessary in the second case. If another procedure 
were adopted by the Council the Germans would have it in their hands to 
suspend the execution of the Treaty by making new requests. He personally 
would be of the opinion that they maintain the text already arrived at and 
that they should answer the Germans by a pure and simple refusal. 

M. Leygues said that the question was quite different for the cruisers and 
for the docks and port material. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that was not quite certain. They had made a pro- 
posal to the Germans. The Germans now made a counter-proposal. It was 
for them to examine it and to decide whether they would strictly adhere to 
the text of the protocol, or whether they would envisage certain modifications 
on that point. 

M. Gambon said that to consent to changes on that question would be to 
open the door to a whole series of German claims. 

M. Leygues said that the Council had decided to demand from the 
Germans five cruisers which had been designated by name. The Germans 
now asked to keep those ships and offered in exchange warships which were 
still under way. The Germans did not therefore contest the principle of their 
demand; they only discussed the forms thereof. But as they lacked precisions 
on the progress of construction of those ships, it would be better for them to 
stand by their former demand which would also offer the advantage of not 
risking, by starting a new discussion, to delay the date of the signature of the 
protocol and the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they were evidently entitled to maintain the 
original text of the protocol, and, as far as he was concerned, he did not see 
any objection thereto. 

It was decided; 

to maintain, with regard to the question of the five light cruisers to be 
delivered by Germany, the text of the protocol such as it had been fixed on 
November 1, by the Supreme Council. 

(The discussion was adjourned to a later date.) 

4,, Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Drafting Committee was engaged upon 
. , two questions for which a solution was necessary in view 

preparation of the Treaty with Hungary. 

The first concerned the request of Serbia to obtain 
a right of priority on reparations to be furnished by Hungary and Austria. 
The Serbian request had been referred to the Organization Committee of 
the Reparations Commission.^ The latter, however, had not yet com- 
municated its views on the subject. 

M. DE Sain'S Quentin said that the delay came from a confusion which 
had taken place between the former reparations commission and the Com- 
mission presided over by M. Loucheur. The misunderstanding, however, 
had now been cleared up and the Organization Committee was to furnish 
a report on the question the following day. 

* See No. 39, minute 7. 
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Protection of Allied and 

Associated nationals, . ■ . . . 

bearers of bank notes ■ [Not printed.]^ 

issued by the Bolshevist 
Government of Hungary 

The meeting then adjourned. 

This question, the second raised by Sir E. Crowe, was referred back to the Financial 
Commission: cf. No. 65, minute 3. 


No. 42 

H.D. 1 13 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held at M. Pichon’s Room, Quai dHrsay, Thursday, December i8, 
1919, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretariat, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretariat, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretariat, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Winthrop. British Empire: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Mr. Rathbone, Capt. Madison, U.S.N. 

British Empire: Mr.Leeper, Mr. Carr, Lt.-Col. Kisch, Capt. Fuller, R.N., 
Gdt. [jfr] MacDonald, R.N., Sir John Bradbury. 

France : M. Leygues, M. Loucheur, Marshal Foch, Gen. Weygand, Gen. 
Le Rond, M. Laroche, C. Amiral Le Vavasseur, M. Hermitte, M. de 
Montille. 

Italy: M. Bertolini, G. Amiral Grassi, M. Stranieri, Gdt. Fea. 


I. The Council had before it a note from the Commander-in- Chief of the 
Allied Armies, dated December 14, 1919. (See Appendix A.) 
^BaUk^Provinas MARSHAL FocH Summarized and commented upon the 
note of December 14th. 

He added that it seemed difficult to disarm completely the anti-Bolshevist 
force represented by what was left of the Yudenitch Army, Jf the Esthonian 
Government, provisionally at least, did not wish to confer with the Bolshe- 
vists, it should utilize that force. But the possibility of utilizing it later and 
of agreement between Esthpnia and Yudenitch presented a series of local 
questions which were difficult to judge frorn that distance. It was for that 
reason that he proposed to send General Niessel to examine on the spot 
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whether it would be possible to arrange for an agreement between General 
Yudenitch and the Esthonians. 

Mr. Wallace said that he could not give any opinion before he had 
received instructions from his Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the Council remembered that when the 
instructions for General Niessel had been drafted, the British Government 
had clearly indicated that Russian questions of a political nature would not 
be in the province of the mission.^ He was still bound by that reservation, 
all the more so as the situation in the Baltic provinces was more obscure, and 
he did not know what were the intentions of his Government. Under those 
circumstances he could not then agree to give General Niessel an interallied 
mission of a political character. That would be contrary to the principle 
which they had previously adopted. General Niessel, however, was a French 
officer, and he could not object in any way to his being sent to Esthonia in 
that capacity. 

Marshal Fogh said that he did not conceal the fact that he was indeed 
raising a new question, also that the mission under discussion was entirely in- 
dependent of that which had been previously entrusted to the General. But he 
wished to call the attention of the Conference to the fact that, if the Allied and 
Associated Powers wished to act, there was not a moment to lose. If they 
delayed any longer, it would mean the complete dissolution of the Yudenitch 
Army and the development of a new centre of anarchy. He also felt con- 
vinced that an interallied mission could alone have a chance to succeed: 
General Niessel could only be sent there in that quality. He repeated that 
there were in Esthonia remnants offerees which could still be utilized in the 
pursuit of a policy; but it was quite true that they should first decide upon 
that policy. They should especially foresee that the Esthonian Government, 
before listening to their advice, would begin by asking them to recognize it. 
At any rate, and if they did not wish to be faced once more by ruin, it was 
important to define their policy without delay. 

M. Gambon asked whether Sir Eyre Crowe could not telegraph his 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would do so; at the moment he did not 
know how far the decisions which had been taken in London^ might have 
modified the situation. 

M. DE Martino said that he gathered, from all that had been said by 
Marshal Foch, first, that it was urgent to take certain measures, and on the 
other hand, that the mission which he proposed to have sent, should have 
an interallied character. He could not give a final opinion before knowing 
that of his colleagues; but he approved in principle the proposal which was 
submitted. He" would like to take advantage of this occasion to ask the 
Marshal what was the exact situation of the Yudenitch Army at the present 
time. — - ■ 

General Weygand said it- was difficult to give exact figures: one might 
say approximately that the Army was made up of from 20,000 to 30,000 men, 

^ See No. 7, minute 3. 3 See No. 62. 
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a part of which had been treated by the Esthonians as civilian refugees who 
were now dispersed, while there still remained under arms from 5,000 to 
15,000 men. A telegram addressed to Marshal Foch by their representative 
with that army, depicted the situation as being very critical. The French 
officer telegraphed on the i6th of December that the Yudenitch army could 
still fight for seven days against the Bolshevists, but that if, after that period, 
relations between it and the Esthonian Government had not improved, it 
meant a conflict with Esthonia. They already had been informed that 
Russian officers had been murdered at Narva. 

M. Matsui said that if the other Powers were agreed to send an interallied 
mission, he would not be opposed to it. He would, however, remark that the 
Japanese officer who belonged to the Niessel mission was on the point of 
receiving another appointment; it would therefore be impossible for him to 
accompany the mission if it were sent into Esthonia. 

M. Gambon said that they could apparently not think of taking any deci- 
sion if they did not know the opinion of the British Government. He would 
urge Sir Eyre Crowe to make every effort to obtain a reply in as short a time 
as possible, and he hoped it would be a favourable one. 

(The rest of the discussion was adjourned.) 

2 . The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation. (See Ap- 
pendix B.)3 

Notification to Roumania ;M!. Laroghe read and commented upon the note of 

and Poland of the frontier French Delegation, and added that the frontier 

between Roumama and , , i in -i 

Eastern Galicia in adopted on August ist by the Supreme Council practi- 

Bukovina cally gave the whole of Bukovina to the Roumanians, 

as it only excluded from Roumanian territory a narrow 
strip which was crossed by the railway connecting two Galician towns. It 
was true, however, that the Roumanians were making unofficial efforts to 
have the original administrative frontier maintained as it stood. Now that 
the Roumanians had signed the Treaties of St. Germain and Neuilly it 
seemed opportune to notify them the decision taken on August ist, the more 
so as the proposed frontier already figured in the treaty relative to Eastern 
Galicia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not object to that proposal in principle; 
he wished, however, to know what exactly, at that time, their relations with 
Roumania were; what treaties General Goanda had signed, and whether 
a reply to their ultimatum^ had been received. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that the Roumanian Delegation had signed the 

3 Not printed. This note recalled the decision in this matter adopted by the Supreme 
Council on August i, 1919: see Vol. I, No. 25, minute 9. The note continued : ‘The condi- 
tion set by the Supreme Council having been fulfilled, the French Delegation has the honour 
to ask that the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference be invited to inform the Rou- 
manian and Polish Delegations of the frontier described above which inteiests Roumania 
and Eastern Galicia.’ 

Gf. No. 35, minute 6. 
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Minorities Treaty, had agreed to the Austrian Treaty and the Financial 
Arrangements, as well as to the Bulgarian Treaty. Roumania was, therefore, 
so far as her signature was concerned, on the same footing at that time as the 
other Allies. But so far as he knew, no reply had been made to the other 
questions raised in the note of the Supreme Council. 

M. Laroche said there was no doubt that Roumania was in the throes of 
an internal crisis; the cabinet crisis was not, properly speaking, at an end. 
He was, however, of the opinion that the Council should not confuse Hun- 
garian affairs with the question of Bukovina. One of the interested parties 
already knew the line of the new frontier; they ought to finish that question. 
It was quite true that Roumania had not yet entirely acceded to their de- 
mands, but on the other hand, her claims had not received entire satisfaction 
in Bukovina. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was of the same opinion, and he thought 
they should strengthen the government of Mr. Vaida Voevod. On the other 
hand, he would urge that they insist upon a reply to their ultimatum from 
Roumania, and also that she conform to the injunctions she had received 
from the Supreme Council concerning the Hungarian affairs, further, that 
question could not be separated from that of the blockade of Roumania. 
They had already decided upon certain restrictive measures in regard to 
trade with that country.® His Government considered that it would be well 
to suppress these measures; they were troublesome and served no purpose, 
for, according to information in their hands, goods were passing pretty freely 
across the land frontier, and maritime trade alone was held up. They did 
not think, however, notwithstanding the drawbacks for them of such a 
blockade, that it would be possible to suppress it entirely as long as the 
Government at Bucharest had not replied definitely to their demands. It 
would be necessary, he thought, to let the Roumanian Government know 
under the existing circumstances that the blockade could not be raised so 
long as it had not itself replied. 

M. Gambon said that they might take a decision concerning the frontier of 
Bukovina, and ask M. Berthelot at the same time to use his influence with the 
Roumanian Delegation in order to hasten its reply. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that they should tell the Roumanians that they 
were ready to raise the blockade, but that Roumania must first accept the 
demands which had been formulated by the Council. 

M. DE Martino said that he approved the two decisions which were then 
proposed. 

It was decided; 

( 1 ) that the line of the Roumanian frontier in Bukovina, already approved 

by the Supreme Council on August 1st, should be notified to the 
Roumanian and Polish Delegations; 

(2) that the Roumanian Government should be requested to reply in as 

short a time as possible to the last note of the Supreme Councii, and 
that it should at the same time be informed that, failing a satisfac- 
s See Vol. I, No. 42, minute 3, 
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toiy reply to the said note, it was impossible for the Allied and 
Associated Powers to raise the blockade measures which had been 
taken towards Roumania on August 25, 1919A 

3. The Council had before it a telegram from Colonel Haskell, dated 
December i, 1919, transmitted by the American Dele- 
Line oj demarcation gation. (See Appendix G.) 

between the Government Cambon asked whether the American Delegation 

oJ General Denikin and ^ j 1 i tt 1 lu i 

the states of the Supported Goionel Haskell s proposal. 

Caucasus Mr. WALLACE replied that it did not, but was con- 

tented with transmitting it: Colonel Haskell, he would 
add, had acted in this matter as an Interallied representative. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he feared that if Colonel Haskell’s proposal 
were adopted, it would create serious difficulties. The zone assigned to 
General Denikin had been fixed a long time ago : he thought that if the line 
then fixed were changed, they would be raising a wasps’ nest. The present 
situation was very confused; they had no authority over General Denikin, 
How could they tell him that he must retire beyond a new line which would 
be fixed by them? If he refused to obey, how could the Council enforce its 
decisions? The whole problem of the Caucasus was involved, and of that 
they knew very little and exercised over it no control. His opinion was very 
clear: they should leave things as they were; though of course, he was quite 
ready to draw the attention of his Government to that proposal. 

M. DE Martino said that the Haskell proposal had made an extremely 
favourable impression on him. It was calculated to protect from troubles 
and disorders of all kinds a region most important for them, economically 
speaking. They knew what guerilla warfare meant as practised in those 
countries, and what ruins it accumulated. It would be to the advantage of 
those territories to fix a limit to the advance of the Denikin Army. Sir Eyre 
Crowe thought that a decision in that question was of considerable political 
importance; he agreed, but asked whether it would not be possible to say 
that the fixing of the new line of demarcation would not prejudice the final 
settlement of the problem. 

M. Matsui said that he was not informed on the subject; he was, however, 
very much struck by Sir Eyre Crowe’s argument. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in his opinion the difficulties were greater than 
M. de Martino seemed to think. General Denikin actually occupied the 
territories in question; they would therefore have to drive him out. 

M. Stranieri said that, according to information in their hands, Denikin 
had occupied the northern slopes of the Caucasus, ‘The Republic of the 
Mountaineers’, but had not occupied the Daghestan. » 

M. Gambon said that it seemed to him very difficult to take a decision in 
such a state of uncertainty. 

M. DE Martino admitted that they should first make out exactly what 
the situation was and that the examination of the question might be then 
taken up. 
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M. Gambon said they would therefore adjourn the discussion until such 
time as they should have more complete information. 

(The discussion was then adjourned.) 

4. 


Repatriation of Bul- 
garian Prisoners of War 


[Not printed.] 


5. M, Matsui said that he was happy to inform the Council that he was 
authorized by his Government to withdraw the reservation 
Distribution of ^^^jch he had formulated on December gth, concerning the 

enemy submarines ^ ^ 

distribution of enemy submarines.^ 


6. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation on the 
conditions under which the German warships should be 
Conditions under which delivered to the Allies. (See Appendix E.) 
the Germans warships xu xr 

should be delivered Leygues read and commented upon the note of 

the French Government. 

Mr. Wallace stated that he could not give any opinion on the matter 
without the instructions of his Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if he understood the French proposal correctly, 
it meant requesting the Germans to surrender, into the same ports as the 
warships, the armament material instead of destroying it. 

M. Leygues agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that such a proposal would raise difficulties, for 
it seemed to him that it was contrary to the provisions of the Treaty; a modi- 
fication of the Treaty would be necessary, for which they would have to 
obtain the approval of all the signatory Powers. The same difficulty, how- 
ever, did not exist for the five light cruisers whose surrender was demanded 
in the protocol of November i : it was not impossible, as a matter of fact, 
to modify the protocol which had not yet been signed. 

Admiral Grassi said that he shared the opinion just expressed by 
M. Leygues. It was not a question of modifying the Treaty, but only of 
interpreting Article 192. That article stipulated as follows: 

‘The warships in commission of the German fleet must have on board 
or in reserve only the allowance of arms, munitions and war material fixed 
by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers.’ 

The allowances of material in excess were to be surrendered to the Govern- 
ments of such Powers at the places to be indicated by them. In that way, 
the surrender would take place in two periods: first the ships would be sur- 
rendered, then the material disembarked from them. Article 192 did not 
evidently apply to the material of warships which were to be, or which 
* This question was raised by the British delegation. The Supreme Council decided 
‘(j) that there was no objection to the repatriation of Bulgarian prisoners of war; (2) that 
such prisoners of war belonging to territories formerly Bulgarian and now situated outside 
the frontiers of Bulgaria should have the option of declaring whether they preferred to be 
sent back to Bulgaria or to their country of origin. ■ 

? See No. 39, minute I. 
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already had been, surrendered to the Allies. It only applied to the material 
of warships which remained German. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Article 185 was however explicit: it stipulated 
that the ships which were to be surrendered to the Allies should be sur- 
rendered in a state of disarmament. Article 192, on the other hand, declared 
that the material remaining in Germany would be destroyed. He proposed 
that the question be referred back to the legal experts for examination. 

M. Leygues said that two cases should be distinguished : first, that of war- 
ships whose surrender was provided for in the protocol of November ist. 
It was natural that the material belonging to those ships should be surrendered 
at the same time as the ships themselves. The second case was that of war- 
ships whose surrender was provided for in the Treaty of Peace. He admitted 
that there was a question of interpretation of the Treaty; which might be 
submitted to the legal experts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they should, however, observe, concerning the 
first point, that they had communicated to the Germans a draft protocol and 
that they would be proposing its modification. Would the Germans accept 
that modification? The Council should envisage the possibility of a refusal. 

M. Leygues said that they did not ask for any modification of the protocol. 
They insisted, on the contrary, that it be signed as it stood. The protocol did 
not in any place state that they would not receive the armament material of 
the warships whose surrender they demanded. 

M. Gambon said that the first question was, therefore, solved as M. Leygues 
had requested ; the second was referred back to the legal experts for exami- 
nation. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the InteraUied Naval Commission of Control should take the steps 

necessary in order that the material belonging to the five light 
cruisers to be delivered to the Allied and Associated Powers under 
the provisions of the draft protocol of November 1st should not be 
destroyed, but surrendered in the same places as the ships from 
which such material had been disembarked ; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee be requested to examine whether, under 

the terms of Articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Versailles, the 
material disembarked from the warships referred to in Article 185, 
in execution of the clauses of the Armistice, should be necessarily 
destroyed after it had been surrendered to the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

7. M. Lougheur said that they had met the German delegates on the pre- 
Report o/the conference “'^“8 afternoon. It had been impossible to reach an 
between the Allied and agreement on the tonnage of the docks thm in Germany. 
German Delegates con- The Germans continued to insist with the greatest energy 
ceming the reparation that there did not exist at Dantzig docks of 50,000 tons, 
demanded for the Scapa dock of 8o,000 tons wMch figures on the 

Flow affair Allied list was really a second entry of two docks — one 

of .^3,000 tons and one of 37,000 tons, both of which also figured therein. 
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They had therefore reserved the right of verifying those figures and the 
German delegates had agreed. There remained, therefore, a difference of 
85,000 tons between their figures and those of the German delegation. 
Before submitting the rest of the discussion, he wished to state that if the 
Reparation Commission had been consulted at the time the protocol had 
been drafted, certain of its members would have been opposed to demanding 
from Germany a compensation for the Scapa Flow incident which would 
reduce its capacity of payment. They had asked the German delegates 
whether, outside of the 192,000 tons which they were ready to grant, they had 
some compensation to offer. After much hesitation they had declared that 
they could offer 50,000 tons of new docks to be built within a period of one 
and one-half years. They had taken note of that proposal, and the German 
delegation had withdrawn. 

He had then put the following questions to his colleagues : 

(1) Did they consider as sufficient, for the time being, the immediate 
surrender of 192,000 tons, taking into account the economic situation in 
Germany? 

(2) In the affirmative, were they of the opinion that it was advisable, 
notwithstanding, to demand a supplementary compensation to be furnished 
later? 

The American delegate had answered the first question in the affirmative. 
He considered that the second raised a political problem, upon which he had 
no opinion to express. From the point of view of reparations he considered 
it was not advisable to make other demands of Germany. 

The British Naval delegate had repeated the reservation made that morn- 
ing by Sir Eyre Crowe. He was not convinced by the German explanations. 
As for Sir John Bradbury, the British representative on the Reparation Com- 
mission, he reserved his opinion : he considered especially that the Germans 
might compensate the loss of their floating docks by using for their merchant 
fleet the dry-docks of their naval arsenals. He thought that the question of 
reparations was for the Supreme Council to decide. 

The Italian delegate had replied in the affirmative to the first point; and 
considered on the other hand, as M. Loucheur did, that it w'^ould be advisable 
to request the Germans to build 80,000 tons of new docks for the Allies. 

The Japanese delegate deemed insufficient the German proposals. In his 
opinion, a compensation was necessary. 

The Belgian delegate had adopted the opinion of the French delegate. 
From the standpoint of reparations, he believed that they should ask Ger- 
many as little as possible in the way of supplementary compensation. 

The French delegates were divided; the naval representative had main- 
tained that it would be wise to claim 400,000 tons. He, personally, was of the 
opinion that they could be satisfied with the immediate surrender of 192,000 
tons, but that from the political point of view, a compensation was necessary. 
If the German figures were correct, their original demands should naturally 
be reduced from 400,000 to 3i5,ooo.tons. The deficit was therefore reduced 
to 123,000 tons. He observed that the Germans would be furnishing them 
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with new docks, built according to their indications and specifications, 
which had a certain advantage. Fifty thousand tons was an insufficient 
figure, but 80,000 tons of new docks might be considered as the equivalent 
of 120,000 tons of used docks. He therefore concluded that they should 
accept the German proposal and that they should ask, in the way of supple- 
mentary compensation, for the building of 80,000 tons of new docks. 

They should, at any rate, not lose sight of two different considerations: 
they should remember that from the political point of view, they had 
decided upon a definite figure, and they could not, under penalty of losing 
prestige in the opinion of the world, renounce purely and simply their 
demands. But at the same time they should not forget that they had the 
greatest interest not to weaken the Germans’ capacity for payment and if they 
wished to receive something they should raise that capacity to its maximum. 

M, Leygues said that a misunderstanding existed between the Naval 
experts and the members of the Reparation Commission which it was 
important to clear up. They had asked Germany for 400,000 tons of docks 
on account of the scuttling at Scapa Flow of 430,000 tons out of 510,000 tons 
which were there interned. Thus had disappeared the pawn which the 
Allies had in their hands. It was in the way of a reparation and of a penalty 
that the Council had decided on October 24th to demand the surrender of 
port material. When the protocol of November ist had been drawn up, that 
material had been estimated at 400,000 tons. There was a decision of the 
Conference, which should be carried out. It would be serious to give way, 
for the moral question was as important as the material one : if they yielded, 
Germany would be encouraged in starting once more. They should beware : 
and they had good reasons for doing so. The Allies themselves were acting 
in good faith; they would reduce their demands if it were proved that they 
were exaggerated. It would be a mistake to make a concession right away. 
They would be the first to yield if they had proof that their claims could not 
be satisfied without paralysing the economic life of Germany and endanger- 
ing her capacity for payment; but he pointed out that Germany possessed 
a great many dry-docks in her naval ports; and as she had no more warships 
she might therefore employ those dry-docks in the repair of her commercial 
fleet. As a matter of fact, under the provisions of the Treaty, she did not 
possess ships of over 1,600 tons. They should therefore decide that the terms 
of the protocol be maintained, with the reservation that if, at a later time, 
it was proved that they had committed an error in their figures, such an error 
would be taken into account. 

M. Lougheur said it was clear that no one thought of accepting with 
closed eyes the figures furnished by the Germans. He should, however, add 
that he did not share M. Leygues’ opinion. He could not approve of a policy 
which consisted in imposing penalties which militated against their repara- 
tions in money. 

Sir Eyre Crowe believed that, as they must all reserve the opinion of their 
Governments, the discussion might well be adjourned. Meanwhile, how- 
ever, what would happen to the conversations with the Germans? He 
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admitted he was in no wise convinced by the German arguments. A telegram 
he had before him affirmed that four weeks ago there was at Dantzig a dock 
of 40,000 tons if not of 50,000. Somebody was therefore lying. 

M. Lougheur replied that the German delegates had categorically told 
them on the preceding day that there did not exist large docks at Dantzig. 
They had asked them whether those docks had not been sold. The Germans 
had replied that all sold docks figured on the lists furnished to the Allies. 

M. Gambon said that before the discussion was resumed by the Council, 
it would be wise for each Government to investigate the veracity of the 
documents furnished by the Germans. 

M. Leygues said that the Armistice Commission had already been asked 
to shed light upon the question of the Dantzig docks. 

M. Lougheur said that under those conditions all conversations between 
the Germans and themselves would actually be useless. The negotiations 
could only be resumed when they knew the opinion of the various Govern- 
ments, and when the information asked of the Armistice Commission had 
been received. 

(The discussion was then adjourned.) 

(The meeting adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No. 42 

JS^ote from Marshal Foch to the Supreme Council on the 
Evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 

A.G.H.Q., December 14, igig. 

General Staff. 3rd Section. 

No. 5680. 

From information sent by General Niessel inclusive of December i ith, it appears 
that the evacuation of the Baltic provinces by the German troops may be considered 
as almost completed. 

At this date there were, in the Baltic States, only light contingents marching 
towards the German frontier and at about a day’s march from this frontier, as 
follows: 

5.000 men of the German Legion marching towards Tilsitt, 

6.000 men of the Iron Division marching towards Memel. 

All were to have crossed the boundary by December 15th according to the 
agreements made by General Eberhardt. 

The German Delegation to the Baltic Commission has, besides, asserted that all 
the German detachments or isolated men remaining in Latvia or Lithuania after 
this date would be considered as outlaws and thereby abandoned to the Letts and 
the Lithuanians. 

Once the evaviuation is over, it remains for General Niessel to: 

Make the Germans deliver, according to the decision of the Supreme Council, 
the rolling-stock necessary for the functioning of the Latvian and Lithuanian rail- 
roads. 

Make sure that the Germans have strictly observed their agreements regarding 
the surrender of war material to Lithuaniaj as ransom for their free passage. 
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As for the penalties to be taken and the reparations due on account of exactions 
of the German troops in occupied territory, it has been telegraphed to General 
Niessel that he was not empowered to negotiate in regard to them without special 
instructions from the Supreme Council. 

It may therefore be considered that General NiesseFs mission is almost com- 
pleted, as far as the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces is concerned. 

II. 

The Baltic Provinces thus being freed from German oppression, it is in the Entente’s 
interest to maintain the solid rampart which they formed against Bolshevism. 

From this standpoint, it is urgent to settle, as soon as possible, the disagreement 
between Youdenitch’s Army and the Esthonian Government,® a disagreement 
which seriously compromises the military situation on the North Eastern front and 
which the Bolsheviks are cleverly taking advantage of by vigorous offensive actions. 

Now the steps taken by the Allied Representatives, either on their own initiative 
or according to the decision of the Supreme Council of December 3,*^ to obtain 
from the Esthonian Government the measures necessary for the upkeep of 
Youdenitch’s army, as an organized Russian force, have not been successful. 

The Esthonian Government, so far, has given only dilatory replies; it has con- 
tinually delayed the date of its reply to the communication from the Supreme 
Council. 

Detachments of the North Western Army peneti'ating on Esthonian territory 
therefore continue to be disarmed, dispersed, and the irremediable disintegration 
of this army will soon be completed. 

The time seems therefore to have come to act in a more efficacious manner; to 
act, to try to find and to establish, between the Esthonian Government and 
Youdenitch’s Army, a community of views and means which are indispensable 
for the continuation of their joint action against Bolshevism. 

But the Allied and Associated Governments will not be able to carry out such 
an understanding, practically, except by the intermediary of qualified representa- 
tive, who can judge the situation on the spot, who can bring about the necessary 
‘rapprochements’, and equipped with powers which will enable him to negotiate 
directly with the Esthonian Government and General Youdenitch according to 
the general sense of the instructions already sent by the Supreme Council. 

General Niessel, whose qualities of force and decision have asserted themselves 
in the settling of a delicate question, will soon be in a position to fulfil this new 
mission. 

Appendix G to No. 42 

Telegram received from Colonel Haskell, December /, igig 

An agreement has been signed between the Armenians and Tartars by Premiers 
Khatissian (Armenia) and Ussebbekoff (Azerbaidjan) . 

The Agreement provides : 

(1) The Governments pledge themselves to stop the present hostilities and not 
to resort again to force of arms, 

(2) They agree to open roads into Zangazour to peaceful traffic, 

(3) All controversies, including borders, are to be settled by peaceful agree- 

® See No. 33, minute 3 and appendix E. 

9 Apparently in error for December i : see No. 33, minute 3. 
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ment, or, failing this, are to be left to a neutral party as arbitrator, said party to be 
the High Commissioner. 

(4) An International Conference was called to discuss all questions causing 
dispute or friction, the delegates being given full authority to settle same by agree- 
ment or arbitration. 

(5) Agi-eements effective as of dates on which they are signed. 

In view of above developments believe peace can be kept in the Caucasus if the 
menace of military operations against Transcaucasia by volunteer army^° is re- 
moved. 

Denikin has recalled his Missions from both Georgia and Azerbaidjan. The 
possibility of his attacking Azerbaidjan through Daghestan virtually forces Azer- 
baidjan to seek Turkish aid. It is recommended, if it is believed advisable, after 
considering this matter from other standpoints, that the Peace Conference define 
the boundaries of Denikin’s activities with reference to the Caucasus, at least until 
the final decision of the Caucasus question is reached. The limits recommended 
to such activities should follow those previously described by the British, namely: 
from the Caspian Sea five miles south of Petrovsk, west to the border of Daghestan 
thence following the boundaries of the former Russian Governments Terek-Kouban 
and Mekadir River to the Black Sea at Gagri Gate Legate \sic \ . 

Haskell. 

Appendix E to No. 42 

Memorandum from the General Secretariat on the conditions under which the German 
warships must be delivered to the Allies 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 4. 

December 15, igig. 

1. Article 185 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany prescribes that within a 
delay of two months from the coming into force of the Treaty, 8 battleships, 8 light 
cruisers, 42 destroyers and 50 torpedo-boats shall be surrendered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the Allied ports to be indicated by the said Powers. 

These warships shall be disarmed as prescribed in Article XXIII of the Armistice 
of November n, 1918, and they must have all their guns on board. 

2. The Interallied Naval Commission determined, December 4, 1918, the 
conditions of disarming to be the foUomng: 

All the essential parts of the artillery and the ‘appareils de reglage de tir’, 
munitions and explosives, war material and spare parts, torpedoes, wireless 
apparatus, &c., shall be landed. 

3. The above measures, taken with regard to the warships brought to Scapa 
Flow and to those remaining in German ports, were measures of precaution. 

They have been maintained in regard to the warships figuring in Article 185 
of the Treaty, a^id in regard to the 5 light cruisers which are to be surrendered 
according to the Protocol of November i, 1919, because these ships are to be 
brought to Allied ports by German crews. 

4. In order to leave Germany only the material and munitions necessary for 
arming the number of battleships determined by the Treaty, Article 192 prescribes 

The army of General Denikin. 
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that all the material in excess of these quantities shall be surrendered to the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers and is to be broken up or rendered useless. 

In this material, therefore, might be included that taken off the ships as measures 
of precaution and now deposited in the arsenals. Such a measure is inexplicable, 
granted the decisions taken recently by the Supreme Council on November 28th 
and 29th authorizing each Power to dispose as it sees fit of the material and ships 
which it is to break up." 

Still less justifiable is this measure in regard to the light cruisers and destroyers 
allotted to France and Italy which they may incorporate in their fleets. If deprived 
of the material described above, these ships are useless from a military point of view. 
5. For this reason it is proposed : 

{a) that the material landed from the ships surrendered or to be surrendered by 
Germany be delivered in the same place as the ships from which it was taken : 

{b) that this material be selected at the request of the interested Powers, by the 
Interallied Naval Commission of Control : 

(c) that only such arms, munitions and war material as remain within the hands 
of the German Government, in excess, after delivery of the material indicated 
under 'a’ and ‘b’ be broken up or rendered useless. 

" See No. 31, minute i and No. 32, minute i. 

No. 43 

H. D. 1 14.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the 
Five Great Powers^ held at M. PichorCs Room, Saturday, December 20, 

3 

Present; U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; SECRETARtAT, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretariat, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretariat, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretariat, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretariat, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain B. Winthrop. British Empire: 

Captain Lothian Small. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned. 

U.S.A. : Mr. Rathbone. 

Great Britain: Captain Fuller, Cdt. [jic] Macnamara, Mr. Malkin, 
France: M. Leygues, Admiral Le Vavasseur,M. Fromageot, M. Gheysson, 
M. Laroche, M. de Montille, M. Escoffier. 

Italy : M. Ricci-Busatti, G. Admiral Grassi, Cdt. Fea, M. Bianchi. 

Japan: M, Shigemitsu, M, Nagaoka, Cdt. Osumi. 

I . Sir Eyre Growe said that, with regard to the Scapa Flow question, he had 

not yet received general instructions frp>m his Govern- 
Compensation claimed by ment. In fact, he had only received instructions on two 

the Supreme Council special points: I, they were ready to repatriate prisoners 
from trie German Govern- 2 „ ^ -rn 1 A 1 i 1 1 

ment for the Scapa Flow Scapa Flow as soon as the Germans had signed the 

affair protocol; 2, on the other hand, his Government was 

opposed to any modification whatsoever of the protocol 
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with regard to the surrender of the five light cruisers. To agree to the 
German claim would, as a matter of fact, be contrary to the stipulations of 
the Treaty, and they were of opinion that no modification could be made to 
the Treaty without the assent of all the signatory Powers, a course which 
obviously would carry them too far. He was still waiting, as he had already 
mentioned, for the instructions of his Government regarding the other 
questions. They had, on the other hand, received a note from the French 
Delegation on the question of the five light cruisers, which they had not yet 
had time to examine but which would entail a modification of the protocol. 

M. Leygues said that the French Delegation had indeed envisaged a 
different solution from that which had been originally proposed. It would 
be advantageous to accept in part the Germans’ request under the following 
conditions : they would begin by taking deliver)'- of the five light cruisers of 
the Graudenz type which they had demanded from the Germans according 
to the terms of the protocol. They would, however, exchange those cruisers 
for new cruisers under construction as they were completed. That would 
involve no change in the principle laid down in the protocol. But they would 
get material advantages in this way, that if they only left to the Germans old 
cruisers which would very shortly be twenty years old, Germany would be 
free, according to the terms of the Treaty, to build new ones as soon as the 
20-year period had been reached. With the solution they proposed, on the 
contrary, the Germans would not be able to build new warships for eleven 
years and their naval forces would be diminished accordingly. They' were, 
therefore, of the opinion that their proposal was advantageous, not only for 
France and Italy, but in a general way for all the Allies. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he fully admitted the force of the arguments 
made by the Minister of Marine, but the fact remained that his solution 
implied a modification of the Treaty, which the British Government would 
not deem possible except with the assent of all the signatories. 

M. Leygues replied that Sir Eyre Crowe’s remark was quite correct, but 
they should not conceal the fact that the situation created by the Treaty 
was abnormal and illogical. They were obliging the Germans to destroy 
their existing ships, and inside of a year they still might build new ones, 
certainly a paradoxical situation. 

M. Glemenceau agreed, but said that they were confronted by the Treaty, 
and the British Government was opposed to any modification of the Treaty. 
It therefore seemed to him necessary to await, in order to discuss the Scapa 
Flow question in its entirety, until Sir Eyre Crowe received from London the 
genei'al instructions he was expecting, 

(The discussion was adjourned.) 


2. M. Clemengeau stated that they were not ready to draft a reply to the 
^ German Note until they had agreed on the questions 

Reply to the Germa?i jYote i T i o mi • 

of December 14 which were Still pending, such as the Scapa Flow affair. 

He therefore proposed to adjourn the discussion, 

Mr. Wallace then stated that at the meeting of the Council last Tuesday 



he had been asked by the President whether he would sign the protocol on 
behalf of the United States. ^ He undertook to obtain the views of his Govern- 
ment ill the matter, and he had now to say that he had received instructions 
that the United States could not be a signatory to the protocol. 

He said it would be recalled that at the same meeting of the Council a 
draft of a declaration to Chancellor Renner was presented and approved by 
his colleagues. At the same time he informed the Council of his instructions 
and made it quite clear that he would refer such matters to his Government. 
The declaration in question was communicated to Chancellor Renner the 
day following the meeting, that was to say, last Wednesday, and he informed 
his Government to that effect. In reply, he had been informed that in view 
of the existing circumstances the Government of the United States was not 
in a position to take any action whatever, on account of the fact that the 
Austrian Treaty had not been presented to the United States Senate. 

He said that, in this connection, and in order to make his position quite 
clear, he had been instructed to state that in view of the fact that his partici- 
pation in the deliberations of the Council was merely one of an observer, it 
could not be presumed that the United States was a party to any action, 
declaration, or resolution of the Council unless the Government of the United 
States expressly declared its consent thereto. 

M. Berthelot remarked that the situation did not present itself in the 
same manner in the two cases referred to by Mr, Wallace. As a matter of 
fact, the protocol had been signed by Mr. Polk on November ist. No 
American signature was any longer necessary if the text of the protocol was 
not modified, and the signature of the Germans was the only one required. 

Mr. Wallace said that M. Clemenceau had asked him on the preceding 
Tuesday whether he would be in a position to sign the protocol. He therefore 
assumed that the protocol would be modified, and consequently that new 
signatures would be necessary; and that is why he had asked for the instruc- 
tions, the sense of which he had just communicated to the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that no member of the Council had yet signed 
the protocol. What had been signed was the note submitting to the Germans 
the draft protocol. He did not believe that that would do away with the 
signing [? of] the protocol itself, even in the case where no modifications 
were adopted. 

M. Fromageot said that it did not seem necessary that the protocol should 
bear the signatures of the Allied Representatives. If they referred to pre- 
cedents they found that the declaration relative to the non- application of 
Article 6i of the German Constitution had only been signed by the German 
Representative. The delegates of the Allied Powers had simply witnessed the 
fact of the German signature. There was only in the protocol the question 
of a unilateral agreement which Germany should undertake. Therefore 
Germany’s signature was the only one required. The Allied Representatives, 
or some of them, might, howeverj witness the fact that the signature had been 
given. 

* See No. 40, minute 2. 

; 573 



Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the protocol presented itself in such a form 
that the procedure suggested by M. Fromageot would be applicable. 

M. Fromageot said that it certainly did. It would only be necessary to 
omit the word ‘protocoF and to replace it by the term ‘declaration’, or some 
analogous expression. 

M. Glemengeau said that as far as the declaration made to Chancellor 
Renner was concerned, Mr. Wallace was not authorized by his Government 
to subscribe to it at this time. On the other hand he did not believe that they 
should foresee any difficulty on the part of Austria, who had no interest in 
raising doubts on the validity of their declaration. As a matter of fact, the 
American Government had only declared war on Austria very late. They all 
understood the present difficulties of the situation in America^ and they 
naturally did not wish to do anything which might increase those difficulties. 
On the other hand, however, they had brought to a satisfactory conclusion 
the important questions which had been submitted to them. They could 
therefore only take note of the American Ambassador’s declaration and carry 
on the discussion in order to arrive either at a general signature, for it was 
likely that the situation might change in America, or to another solution 
which they would have to envisage at the proper time. 

Mr. Wallace said he would be glad to act as soon as he received instruc- 
tions allowing him to do so, and he hoped that it would not be long before he 
received satisfactory instructions. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that as a matter of fact the declaration made to 
Mr. Renner did not necessitate the signatures of all the delegates; it had 
sufficed that he, as President of the Conference, sign the note by which that 
declaration had been communicated to the Chancellor. 

3. M. Fromageot read and commented upon the note of the Drafting Com- 
mittee as shown in Appendix A, 

Conditions under which Eyre Growe said that he had listened with much 

should be surrendered Pleasure to the ingenious and subtle arguments of 
M. Fromageot. It had, however, seemed to him that 
the latter must admit that those arguments were more ingenious than con- 
vincing. Besides, their enemies could themselves also show ingenuity, and 
he considered it would be dangerous for them to start a controversy, the 
result of which would be doubtful. If they were to tell the Germans that 
Article 192 did not apply to the material disembarked in execution of the 
Armistice they would be giving them a pretext which they would not fail 
to grasp to avoid proceeding with the destruction of that material. The 
literal sense of Articles 185 and 192 seemed to him to be that the material 
which was distjmbarked should be destroyed under the same conditions as 
all the war material remaining in Germany. While he did not object to 
the grounds underlying M. Fromageof s argument, he yet did not wish 
to do anything which implied a modification of the Treaty. Even sup- 

® Strong opposition to the ratification of the Treaty of Versailles had developed in the 
Senate of the United States. 



posing that M. Fromageot’s argument could triumph, it would not be for the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers to make good a lacuna in the Treaty. 
It would be necessary to get the consent of all the signatory Powers. There- 
fore, he thought it wiser to adhere to the most natural interpretation of the 
Treaty, notwithstanding the slight inconveniences which might be attached 
thereto and not to set out upon a course that was dangerous and full of pit- 
falls. He would add that the arguments which he had just put forward did 
not apply to the case of the five cruisers referred to in the protocol. As a 
matter of fact, the Treaty was not involved in that case and it would be 
sufficient to change a few words in the protocol in order to obtain the desired 
result. 

M. Glemengeau said that they should be careful not to touch the protocol; 
the discussion which had just taken place should incline them to great 
prudence in that respect. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether certain changes would not be indis- 
pensable in any event, considering they had already decided that they would 
grant certain concessions to the Germans. If they did not modify the protocol 
it would be necessary, at the very least, to have it followed by an interpre- 
tative note. 

M. DE Martino admitted that it would be dangerous to modify the 
Treaty in any fashion whatsoever. But as it was only a question of interpre- 
tation, could they not sound the Germans to find out if they would not con- 
sent to surrender that material, a course which would avoid them the trouble 
and expense of destroying it? As soon as the exchange of ratifications had 
taken place, the Commission of Control might be asked to give the Germans 
their interpretation of Articles 185 and 192. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that in any case they were entitled to demand 
that the breeches of guns be put back in place as the Treaty provided that 
the warships to be delivered should have their complete artillery on board. 

Admiral Le Vavasseur said that it would likewise be important to have 
the material other than artillery, especially in the case of the destroyers, 
torpedoes and torpedo tubes. 

M. Glemengeau agreed, but remarked that they were confronted by the 
Treaty; they could not run counter to its stipulations. He thought, however, 
that they might propose to the Germans the interpretation suggested by 
M. Fromageot without, however, insisting if the Germans should refuse to 
accept it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said if they proposed that interpretation, it was to be 
feared that the Germans would immediately accept it, and that they would 
avail themselves of it so as not to destroy any of the material which had been 
disembarked. If they were to give the Germans the example* of interpreting 
the terms of the Treaty in a way not strictly impartial, they would be exposed 
to endless chicane on the part of the Germans. 

M. Fromageot said that they might ask the . Germans to surrender the 
torpedoes and torpedo tubes without furnishing any explanation. They could 
always wait and see whether the Germans accepted their demand. 
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M. Glemengeau inquired whether the term ‘compiete artillery’ did not 
also imply the surrender of munitions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the English text had the word ‘guns’ which 
did not seem to admit of such a broad interpretation. 

M. Glemengeau said that they might anyhow try to obtain the accessory 
material, such as torpedoes, etc. If they met with a refusal there would 
always be time to take counsel, 

Mr. Wallace inquired whether a verbal communication would be made, 
or a written note. 

M. Glemengeau replied that a verbal communication would suffice. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the Germans would be asked verbally to deliver the warships 

which they were to surrender according to the terms of the Treaty 
and which were not meant to be destroyed, not only with all their 
artillery, but also with their munitions and accessory material, such 
as torpedoes, torpedo tubes, etc. 

(2) that that demand, however, should not be made a condition sine qua 

non of the exchange of ratifications. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government. 

4. M. Fromageot read and commented upon the report of the Organization 
Commission of Mixed Tribunals and also the reply of the 
List of guilty Gemans, j)j.afting Committee to certain questions put by that 
Delegation Commission (the two papers contained in Appendix B) . 

He added that the question submitted to the Drafting 
Committee had some rather difficult aspects because acts involving violations 
of the laws of war could hardly have been committed on Polish territory in 
the course of hostilities, taking into account the fact that there had then been 
no organized and recognized Polish Army, and that Poland had not yet 
existed as a State. It would, however, seem unjust to reply to Poland’s 
request by an absolute refusal. It seemed that there might be grounds for 
giving different solutions according to the cases presented, and that the 
question was above all one of concrete fact. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that his legal experts had told him that that 
question presented certain difficulties which were technical but of consider- 
able importance. On the British side, the question had been more especially 
examined by Sir Ernest Pollock.^ As the French and Belgian representatives 
on the Organization Commission of Mixed Tribunals, that is to say, M. Ig- 
nace and M. Rolin-Jacquemyns, were going to London, where they would 
meet Sir Ernest Pollock, he proposed to adjourn the discussion on that subject 
until they knew the results of the interviews that would have taken place. 

It was decided: 

To adjourn the discussion of questions raised by the Polish request 

relative to German subjects guilty of violating the laws and customs of 
3 Solicitor-General. 
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war until they know the results of the interviews which Sir Ernest Pollock, 
M. Ignace and M. Rolin- Jacquemyns were to have in London on the subj ect. 

5- [Not printed] 

Rights of Allied and 
Associated Nationals, 
holders of bank notes 
issued by the Sovietist 
Hungarian Government 

6 . [Not printed]*^ 

Insertion in the Hun- 
garian Treaty of Clauses 
relative to certain rail- 
roads of common interest 
to Hungary and (a) 

Serb-Croat-Slovene State 
(b) Roumania 

7. M. Berthelot read and commented upon the note of the French Delega- 

tion as shown in Appendix F. 

Diplomatic Represen- Eyre Growe said that he quite agreed that some- 

Vienna ^ thing should be done to prevent Germany from having 

a predominant diplomatic situation at Vienna; he 
thought it inadvisable, however, for the Allies to address themselves directly 
to Germany, all the more so as Article 80 of the Treaty of Versailles did not 
seem to offer very strong grounds for action. He would prefer to use the 
second method suggested by the note before them, and to approach the 
Austrian Chancellor on the matter. If they considered the very favourable 
frame of mind actually evinced by him for the Allies, it was hardly likely that 
they would meet with a refusal. 

Mr. Wallace said that he would refer that question to his Government 
and would advise it of the resolution which seemed to be preferred by the 
Council; he would ask his Government to concur therein. 

It was decided: 

That the Chancellor of the Austrian Republic be advised that the Allied 
and Associated Governments would not view with approbation the sending 
by Germany to Vienna of a diplomatic representative having the rank of 
ambassador. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for 
instructions of his Government. 

8. M. Berthelot said that he had had an interview with General Weygand 

on the questions raised by the transportation of the 
0 / Allied troops charged with the occupation of the plebis- 
of Germany regions m Germany. Certain material dimculties 

might arise by reason of the holiday period which was 
^ The Supreme Council adopted drafts for the third paragraph of article 303, and article 
303 of the Treaty of Trianon. 
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before them. General Weygand thought that in case the ratifications were 
exchanged on the following Tuesday or Wednesday, s there would be grounds 
to specify that the measures of execution would only begin on January 5th. 
Such a solution would allow them to reach the time when the British troops 
could themselves be transported; that, according to the information in their 
hands, would not take place before approximately January 15. 

M. DE Martino inquired whether the transportation of British troops 
would be completed shortly after January 15th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that the difficulty arose from the fact that they 
could not send the troops raised by conscription who would have to be 
relieved practically at once. They would have to have recourse to forces 
made up of volunteers, and these would not be ready for transportation until 
about January 15th. They might perhaps be able nevertheless to send oflT 
their advance guards a little sooner. It would be sufficient for the British 
contingents to be transported amongst the last. 

The meeting then adjourned. 


Appendix A to No. 43 

Note from the Drafting Committee to the Supreme Council on the Conditions for the 
Surrender of German Warships 

1. The text of article 185 seems to provide that the ships shall be delivered in a 
state of disarmament, according to Article XXIII of the Armistice, with exception 
of the guns which must ail be on board. 

It was in this state that they were first supposed to be sunk^ a provision which was 
afterwards replaced by surrender. Nothing was then said, and nothing has since 
been said, concerning the material which has been disembarked. 

2. All the material, besides the artillery, disembarked from the ships to be 
surrendered, appears as being part of the material referred to in Article 192 as 
material ‘actually in the hands of the German Govermnent’ and in this respect to 
be surrendered to be broken up. 

3. Nevertheless, in case that the Allied and Associated Powers should agree 
with Germany that, besides the ships to be surrendered in a state of disarmament, 
according to Article 1 85, the material which was aboard should also be surrendered, 
such a special agreement might be considered. 

Certain members of the Drafting Committee are of the opinion that such an 
agreement would be facilitated by the following arguments : Article 185 in speaking 
of material in the hands of Germany, to be surrendered for breaking up, does not 
refer to the material disembarked according to the provisions of the Armistice, 
remaining undiir the supervision of the Allied and Associated Powers as provided 
by Article XXIII of the Armistice. The text provides nothing in regard to this 
material and there is, therefore, an omission which, by mutual agreement, it is 
desirable to complete. 

December ig^ igig. 


s December 23 or 24, 1919. 
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Appendix B to No. 43 
Document i 

List of Germans accused of Crimes contrary to Laws of War — Submitted by the Polish 
Delegation 


AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS 
ESH BULLETIN NO. 34 

December 22, igig. 

Organization Commission of Mixed Tribunals (and of Revision of Lists) 

December ly, igig. 

The list of German nationals demanded by Poland includes 361 names.^ 

The Polish Government asks to bring before its tribunals, and eventually before 
mixed tribunals, German nationals guilty of violations of the laws and customs of 
war, these violations having been committed since the time that the territory which 
was to become Polish was the theatre of atrocities and exactions (August I9i4)> 
until a time later than the Armistice (sometime in 1919). 

The Polish Delegation remarks that the cases maintained by it refer only to acts 
committed on territory formerly Polish-Russian, excluding violations committed on 
the territories formerly Polish- Austrian or Polish-German. 

From what date on is the Polish Government entitled to claim German nationals 
for prosecution before its military tribunals? 

The Organization Commission of Mixed Tribunals (and of revision of lists) did 
not consider itself able to determine this date and has the honour of asking the 
Supreme Council to take a decision in this respect. 

The Polish Army was recognized as belligerent by the great Powers in September- 
October, 1918. (Recognition by France, September 28, 1918; by England, 
October ii, 1918; by Italy, October 12, 1918; by the United States of America, 
November i, igi8). 

If this date of September-October were maintained, Poland would, in reality, 
be able to claim very few Germans. 

She would have still less if the date when Poland was recognized as an autono- 
mous state were considered. In spite of the participation of Polish Delegates at the 
Peace Conference, it remains nevertheless that Germany only recognized Poland 
by the signature of the Treaty of Versailles, June 28, 1919, and the Allies can only 
oppose to Germany the date of ratification of the above Treaty (July 10, 1919) if 
Germany does not contend that the Treaty is not yet in effect. 

On the other hand, the Organization Commission of Mixed Tribunals is of the 
opinion that the Supreme Council could act in accordance with the spirit of the 
drafting of Articles 228 and 229 of the Treaty of Versailles. The object which is 
proposed by this Treaty is to punish crimes committed in violation of laws and 
customs of war. • 

The doctrine of the Commission may be summarized as follows : 

‘The basis of the Allies’ action is the prosecution of crimes which are not 
excusable because of demands of a military nature. Whatever is true in this 
regard of belligerent countries is equally true in regard to countries which, 

* Note in original : ‘The Polish Delegation states that this list has been reduced 50%.’ 
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although they may not have been in war, have been the victims of atrocities 
committed by Germans. The horrors that took place in Poland wounds [j'fc] 
every human sentiment, and, from the standpoint of penalties to be imposed, 
these cases should be considered as having been committed in the course of a 
period of war/ 

It may also be advanced that at the time when these crimes were committed the 
accused were subject to the decisions of the German, Austrian and Russian military 
tribunals because of the nationality of the victims and of the territory where they 
were committed. 

Finally, it should be borne in mind that the case of Poles in Germany will be the 
same as that of Czecho-Slovaks in Austria, Roumanians in Hungary, Yugo-Slavs 
in Austria-Hungary. 

As memorandum and for reference, certain dates are given below, which in 
regard to Poland, may eventually be taken as a starting point for the incriminations : 

(1) Decree (French) creating an autonomous Polish Army in France on the 
date of June 4, 1919 [jzr]; 

(2) Recognition of the Polish National Committee. (By France, June 20, 1917; 
by England, October 15, 1917; by Italy, October 30, 1917; by the United States of 
America, December i, 1917.) 

(3) Decree (French) organizing the militaiy justice of the Polish Army. 

(4) Recognition of the Polish Army as autonomous Allied and belligerent Army, 
September-October, 1918. 

Document 2 

Reply of the Drafting Committee 

December 18, igiQ. 

To the question asked by the Organization Commission of the Mixed Tribunals, 
i.e. ‘From what date on is the Polish Government justified in claiming, for judg- 
ment by its own military tribunals, German nationals?’ the Drafting Committee 
makes the following reply: 

From August 2, 1914, on condition that it is a question of violations of the laws 
and customs of war which injures a person classed as a Polish national according 
to the Treaty. 

The question as to whether the charges constitute a violation of the laws and 
customs of war or not, is a question to be decided according to the circumstances of 
the matter and from the standpoint of the law of nations. 

Appendix F to No. 43. 

From: French Delegation — regarding Diplomatic Representation of Germany at 
Vienna. 

To: The Supreme Council. 

The Allied and Associated Powers have shown their intention of being repre- 
sented at Vienna by agents having the rank and quality of ministers plenipotentiary. 
The new Austrian State has not the importance which would justify the sending of 
ambassadors, which would be, besides, discourteous to the new Allied States who 
are all much more populated than Austria. 
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According to concurring infoi'mation, the German Government had decided to 
send an Ambassador to Vienna, Its representative would, therefore, have a 
preponderant influence, and the representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers would, in a way, be relegated to a rank incompatible to the dignity of their 
Governments. 

The object which the German Government has in view is evident. We are in the 
presence of a manoeuvre which is contrary to the object of Article 8o of tlie Treaty 
of Versailles, which is only in appearance respected by Germany but which is 
violated in spirit. To admit that the representatives of Germany at Vienna should 
be in a special position above all would be to give a tacit assent to the annexationist 
propaganda and to favour a characterized tentative against Austria’s independence. 
The Allied and Associated Powers are, thei*efore, justified in opposing the realiza- 
tion of this plan. 

In order to arrive at this, two procedures may be employed at the same time: 
First, a note should be sent to the German Delegation at the Conference to inform 
it that the Allied and Associated Governments have been advised of the German 
Government’s intention to maintain an embassy at Vienna. That they feel bound 
to inform it that they will only have legations, and that under those conditions the 
presence of an embassy from Gei*many would be interpreted as being contrary to 
the spirit of Article 8o of the Treaty of Versailles, and of a nature to create diffi- 
culties in the relations between Germany and the Allied and Associated Powers; 
that the latter, consequently, would wish to receive from the German Government 
the assurance that it would be represented at Vienna by an agent who would not 
have rank superior to minister plenipotentiary and who should be accredited as 
such. 

Second, Chancellor Renner should be advised by a note transmitted to the 
Austrian Delegation of the communication sent to the German Government. He 
should also be told that the Allied and Associated Governments will not send any 
ministers to Vienna if the German Government is represented by an ambassador. 
The Austrian Government could, in this way, fall back on this conception to refuse 
to recognize a German ambassador.'^ 

7 Appended to this note in the original was the text of article 8o of the Treaty of Vei'- 
sailles. 


No. 44 

H.D. 1 15.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M, Pichon^s Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Monday, 
December 22, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France-. M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Arnavon, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy-. M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

M. Matsui; SECRETARY, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Winthrop. Great Britain: Captain 
Lothian Small, France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux, 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A.: Mr. Rathbone. 

Great Britain: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Gdt. [sic] Macnamara, R.N., 
Mr. Malkin, General Mance. 

France: M. Leygues, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, Gen’l Le Rond, 
G. Amiral Le Va[va]sseur, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, G. Amiral Grassi, Gdt. Fea. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka, M. Osumi. 

1. M. Glemengeau suggested that before dealing with the agenda he would 

like to raise a question which he hoped would not cause any 
Galicif difficulty. The Council had decided some weeks previously 
to give a 25-years mandate to Poland for the administration of 
Eastern Galicia,^ That decision had occasioned lively protest in Poland, and 
the Polish representatives had insisted that the question should be examined 
anew. According to them a resolution of that nature would have a very 
favourable effect on public opinion, and to some extent, keep their army free 
from Bolshevist propaganda. On his visit to London he had interviewed 
Mr. Lloyd George on the question;^ later he had asked Sir Eyre Crowe to 
request Mr. Lloyd George to be good enough to put before them a text which 
they could adopt; the English Prime Minister had proposed that very 
day the following formula : ‘The decision recently taken at Paris, granting 
to Poland a mandate of 25 years over Eastern Galicia, ought to remain 
in suspense and be the subject of a new examination to be conducted 
later.’ 

M. DE Martino approved the text, all the more for the reasons adduced 
by the Polish Delegation which seemed to him not without foundation. 

M. Matsui also approved of the proposal. 

It was decided: 

That the execution of the recent resolution which accorded to Poland 
a 25 -years mandate for Eastern Galicia should be suspended and that 
the question should be re-examined later. 

2. Sir Eyre Crowe informed the Council that his Government was pressing 

Mandates Council to take a definite decision upon the mandates 

for former German colonies. The mandates were ready for 
South-East and South-West Africa, as also for the Pacific Islands; they could 
also be ready for Togoland and the Cameroons since the only litigious 
question had been settled, namely, the employment of native troops. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that that last question had not been completely 
settled, for MivPolk had stated that he must make a reservation on behalf of 
his Government and he (M. Clemenceau) anticipated no difficulty on the 
point, but agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe that the question ought to be put upon 
the agenda for an early meeting. 

^ See No. 28, minute I. 

2 See No. 55, minute II. 
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3- Sir Eyre Crowe was glad to be in a position that day to acquaint the 
Council of the opinion of his Government. In conformity 
Reply to the German majority of the Council, the British 

Jyote. Settlement at ^ •-ii- f'ii i.r'i 

Scapa Flow Incident Government considered it preferable not to modiiy the 

protocol but thought that it would be well, nevertheless, 
to settle some procedure for acquainting the Germans that concessions were 
possible. It had, for example, already been established that in the Allies’ 
calculations there was an error of 80,000 tons. Under those circumstances the 
British Government believed that there were grounds for reducing the Allied 
demands from 400,000 tons to 300,000 tons, the Allied experts having to agree 
among themselves the nature of the material to be handed over and the 
conditions of its delivery. The protocol would then be signed by the Germans 
alone and in its present form; at the same time the latter would be informed 
that the Allies were ready to make such concessions as were recognized by 
their experts to be legitimate. 

M. Glemengeau asked whether Sir Eyre Crowe meant discussion between 
Allied experts alone or between those and the German experts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that he meant between Allied experts. 

M. Leygues said that in those circumstances he accepted the British pro- 
position ; the protocol to be signed as it stood but no note would be taken in 
the application of admitted errors. 

M, Loucheur asked whether the British Government meant to accept the 
immediate delivery of the 300,000 tons or did it agree that a part only of 
that material ought to be handed over, the remainder to be delivered . 
later? 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained his Government was of the opinion that they 
should ask for immediate delivery. The second procedure, that namely 
which had in view the handing over of new docks constructed specially, 
presented, as a matter of fact, numerous disadvantages even from the point 
of view of reparations. It was preferable that the Germans should give at 
once what they could and afterwards set themselves to work in their own 
interest as well as in that of the Allies to supply the remainder. If the Allied 
demands were excessive it was for the Germans to furnish the proof; if that 
proof were forthcoming they could [? would] have to take action correspond- 
ingly. The case was for that matter anticipated in a perfectly unambiguous 
phrase of the protocol. 

M. Leygues considered it certainly probable that a mistake in calculation 
had been made ; but it was the more necessary to have proof of it, since the 
Allied estimates had been founded upon German figures. 

M. Glemengeau asked to have matters made still clearer. Was he to write 
to the Germans that they maintained in principle the stipulations of the 
protocol but that the Council was ready to take into account any error that 
they might have made and reduce its demands in consequence? 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that a question of procedure. In principle 
he did not think it necessary that the declaration be made in writing; but 
it was important that the Germans should know that in the event of their 
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supplying proof of mistake in calculations the extent of their demands would 
be immediately diminished. 

M. Lougheur thought it necessary to be still more precise. The Germans 
claimed that there was a miscalculation of 160,000 tons in the Allies’ figures — 
over the Dantzig docks, and that other of 80,000 tons which, according to the 
Allied contention, existed at Hamburg and which was identical with that 
already appearing on the Allied statement as two docks — one of 37,000 tons 
and another of 43,000 tons. But the German experts pointed out further the 
existence of 60,000 to 80,000 tons of docks which did not appear upon the 
Allied estimates, the result being that the difference between the German 
and the Allied calculations made a total of 80,000 tons. Should they then 
say to the Germans that they would agree to a reduction of 160,000 tons, or 
only 80,000 tons, and admitting that they would reduce the demands by 
100,000 tons, were they going to specify that they already agreed to the 
reduction of 100,000 tons under reserve of verification of figures? Again, was 
Sir Eyre Crowe prepared to go further still? Apparently, the Germans were 
going to stock [stick] to the 192,000 tons which they had proposed. Were 
they agreed to go beyond that and demand 300,000 tons, or would they, on 
the contrary, agree to make ultimately a new concession upon that last 
figure? 

M. Clemenceau, looking at the matter from the point of view of procedure, 
preferred the method proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe. According to his in- 
formation the Germans were ready to sign, were indeed troubled at the delay 
that had intervened. He thought, therefore, that for the moment it would 
suffice to stick to Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal to maintain their demand, 
indicating to the Germans that they would be prepared ultimately to reduce 
them if error in their calculations were proved. If, in these conditions, the 
Germans did not agree to sign they could fall back upon the proposition of 
M. Loucheur and discuss figures, but he felt that there would be no real 
controversy, especially if at the time of handing over the note M. Dutasta 
made a verbal communication also. 

M. DE Martino believed, as he had indeed pointed out at a previous 
meeting, that at the actual moment they must before all else have the treaty 
come into force. To attain that essential end the means were comparatively 
unimportant. In those circumstances he associated himself with the proposi- 
tion which the President had just formulated. 

M. Matsui likewise gave his approval to the proposition. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that in the verbal communication to be made 
to Baron von Lersner, M. Dutasta could perfectly well indicate that if an 
error of 80,000 tons in the calculations were definitely established the Allied 
demands would be reduced by the 100,000 tons. In that way the Germans 
would have complete reason for giving their signature. 

M. Clemenceau pointed out that the question of the immediate handing 
over of tonnage remained. Would they start by taking the 192,000 tons 
which the Germans offered, or would they await, before taking anything 
whatever, the definite establishment of the figures? 
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Sir Eyre Crowe thought they might well commence by taking delivery 
of what had been actually offered. 

M. Lougheur suggested that there would, therefore, be grounds for saying 
in the verbal communication : Let the Germans sign the protocol as it stands ; 
they stated, it was true, that in the Allied calculations there was an error of 
80,000 tons; they would verify; if the German information were exact their 
demands would be reduced by 100,000 tons. Let the Germans then start 
at once the delivery of the 192,000 tons they had offered. If they showed that 
the Allied demands were excessive the Allies would reduce them to the degree 
considered necessary. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that such an affirmation was, for that 
matter, already in their last note, but there were grounds for inserting in their 
reply a paragraph maintaining that they did not recognize any sales that 
Germany had made. They undertook not to paralyse German economic life 
but that undertaking had another side, namely that Germany did not get rid 
of the docks she possesses. 

M. Lougheur said he would go further: they ought to prohibit the 
Germans for a period of one or two years from selling any dock whatever; 
the concessions they were able to make now were not for the purpose of 
allowing the Germans to sell any part of the material. 

M. Leygues thought that it was not necessary to insist too much in the 
verbal or written communication upon the possibility of further concessions. 
The Germans would take advantage of it; indeed, it was important to be on 
their guard against figures the Germans supplied. He would remind the 
Council that the Commissions of Control had discovered in German ports 
30 submarines more than they had declared. 

M. Clemenoeau summarized. They were agreed upon the general lines 
of the reply and he thought the Council was unanimous in considering that 
they should be sent with the least possible delay. He would be unable him- 
self to be present at a meeting of the Council the following day: in these 
circumstances he proposed that the Heads of Delegations meet that evening 
at 7 o’clock in his cabinet to decide upon the terms of the note. 

(That proposition was adopted.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the reply ought to take account of the position 
of the prisoners of Scapa Flow, as also of the question of the five cruisers. On 
the matter of the prisoners his Government made no difficulty about handing 
them over, it being understood that it should retain those who were guilty 
of a crime. 

M. Lougheur asked whether the destruction of the vessels would be con- 
sidered a crime. * 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that obviously it would not. As for the cruisers, it was a 
case of maintaining purely and simply the demand formulated in the protocol. 

M. Leygues said that in order not to delay agreement he would not insist 
upon the proposition formulated by the French Delegation. He would, 
however, take the liberty of indicating that their proposition satisfied France 

585 



1 11 U Air c Rv I Q20, if they adhered to the pro- 

and Italy and in general all tne . y would have three cruisers that 
tocol and the terms of the Treaty, they would be entitled 

had reached the age limit and which, ^ Allies were then going 
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ing the full application of all the provisions of the r has been ratified by the 
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4- M. Loucheur explained that when the Serbian Delegation had acquainted 


Demand of the Serb- 
Croai-Slovene Delega- 
tion for priority of treat- 
ment in the matter of 
reparations 

their request. 


him with their demand he had replied that the question 
could only be examined by the Reparation Commission 
when that had been constituted, namely, after the coming 
into force of the Treaty: the Organization Committee 
of the Reparation Commission was not qualified to grant 


the German Government are duly warned that whilst as soon as peace is finally re-established 
an end will have been put to the employment of means proper to a state of war, the special 
measures contemplated by the Treaty will, on the other hand, be strictly applied, as well as 
such other methods as are recognised by international law. 

‘3. With regard to that portion of the Protocol which deals with compensation for the 
sinking of the German warships at Scapa Flow the Allied and Associated Powers, after 
deliberation, judge that they must insist on the signature of the Protocol as it stands. 

‘4. The procedure for safeguarding the vital economic interests of Germany is explained 
in the note of the Allied and Associated Powers dated December 8th, 1919, in which it is 
made clear that the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to reduce their demand of 
400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers in the event of just cause 
for such reductions being established. 

‘5, The Allied and Associated Powers have had it brought to their notice that sale of 
certain German floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredgers may have recently taken 
place. They point out that, in view of the economic situation, as described by the German 
delegation, no such sales will be recognised by the Allied and Associated rowel’s between 
3rd November, 1919, the date on which the contents of the Protocol were originally notified 
to the German Government, and the date on which the compensation by Germany for the 
Scapa Flow incident, shall have been completed. 

‘6. The German delegates have made a verbal request not to surrender the 5 Light 
Cruisers detailed in the Protocol; and have proposed to complete and hand over 5 of the 
Light Cruisers now under construction in German dockyards, as and when each of them is 
completed. The German note of December 14th, 1919, does not include this demand. 
Moreover the terms of the Protocol must be adhered to just as they are since any modifica- 
tions would be contrary to the terms of the Treaty of Peace. 

‘As soon as the Protocol is signed, the Allied and Associated Powers are prepared to 
release the German officers and men interned in connexion with the Scapa Flow incident, 
with the exception of any who may be required to answer charges for war crimes.’ 

The agreed heads for the verbal communication to be made by M. Dutasta to Baron 
von Lersner were as follows : 

‘ I . M. Dutasta presents to the German Delegates the reply of the Allied and Associated 
Powers regarding the German Memoranda on the subject of compensation for the German 
action of sinking their warships at Scapa Flow. 

‘2. The Allied and Associated Powers are unable Lo accept any alteratioii to the Protocol 
of November ist and the note of December 8th. 

‘3. The protocol must be signed as it stands. 

‘4. At the same time M. Dutasta has been authorised by the Supreme Council to assure 
the German Delegation that the assurances contained in the note of December 8th, as 
regards the safeguarding of the vital economic interests of Germany, will be most carefully 
adhered to by the Inter-Allied Commission of Control and the Reparation Commission. 

‘5. The experts of the Allied and Associated Powers are disposed to think that part of their 
information, on which they based their demand for 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating 
cranes, tugs and dredgers, may have been incorrect in some particulars. 

Tn particular they think that they may have erred as regards the 8o,ooo-ton floating 
dock at Plamburg. 

‘If investigation by the Inter- Allied Commission of Control shows that this was indeed 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether, in those circumstances, they had to 
change anything whatever in the Hungarian Treaty, what mattered most at 
the moment being contained therein. 

M. Lougheur replied that they had not. The Serbian demand concerned 
the Treaty with Germany and bore upon sums to be collected from Germany, 
for the Serbian Delegates considered that there would be very little to collect 
from Hungary. In the matter of Hungary, the Serbian demands concerned 
only the mines of Pecs. 

M. Fromageot: The Drafting Committee had been under the impression 
that the demand of the Serbian Delegation had in view the Treaty with 
Hungary, but he must acknowledge that they had never received a copy of 
any note on the subject. 

M. de Martino, for his part, understood that it was a request for priority 
in regard to reparations due by Germany, and he felt obliged to say at once 
that the Italian representatives considered the demand to have slight justi- 
fication. 

Sir Eyre Crowe concluded that there was, therefore, nothing to prevent 
the Drafting Committee giving the Treaty with Hungary definite form. 

M. Lougheur added that the question of the mines of Pecs remained and 
that its text would be drafted within 24 to 48 hours. 


5. The Council had before it two draft letters prepared by the Organization 
Draft letters to the Committee of the Reparation Commission. (See Ap- 
German Delegation on pendices A and B.'+) 

the subject of collection M. LoucHEUR said that the drafts were unanimously 

by Germany of custom approved by the Organization Committee of the Repara- 
dmusmgM marks tion Commission. 


an error, the Allied and Associated Powers will be prepared to reduce their demands by a 
corresponding ratio, say roughly to 300,000 tons, or even still further if convincing evidence 
is produced for the necessity of reduction. But, the fullest facilities must be given to the 
competent representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers to make all investigation 
necessary for checking the German statements, before any reduction from the original 
demands of the protocol can be definitely admitted by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

‘6. With reference to the ultimate paragraph of the Memorandum containing the reply 
of the Allied and Associated Governments it is not considered that the sole act of the sinking 
of the German ships at Scapa Flow constitutes a war crime for which the punishment of 
individuals is demanded in accordance with Article No. 228 of the Peace Treaty.’ 

On the proposal of M. Clemenceau it was further agreed that M. Dutasta should not 
remit this latter document to Baron von Lersner, but that he should not refuse to approve 
and, if requested, initial a minute of his verbal communication if Baron von Lersner should 
have made one during the conversation. 

Not printed. Appendix A contained a draft letter to Baron von Lersner prepared in 
accordance with the decision of the Supreme Council on December 17, 1919: see No. 41, 
minute 2. This letter was in three paragraphs and communicated with only verbal varia- 
tion the three i-esolutions upon the matter adopted by the Supreme Council on December 9 : 
see No. 39, minute 8. Appendix B contained a covering note from the Organizing Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Conunission, dated December 20, 1919, enclosing a supplementary 
draft letter to Baron von Lersner which drew attention to the expression ‘in such a propor- 
tion as the Reparation Commission shall deem it to be a just equivalent to the depreciation 
of German currency’; cf. resolution (i) of December 9. The supplementary draft observed 
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After a short discussion it was decided to adopt the draft letters 
prepared by the Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission 
to be sent to the German Delegation concerning the collection of custom 
duties in gold marks. 

6. Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he had already indicated the very strong 

^ . . desire of the British Government to see raised the block- 

Restnctiofis upon com- j 

merce with Roumania measures which had been adopted towards Roumania : 

it felt, however, unable to do so until Roumania had re- 
plied to the ultimatum of the Supreme Councils 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that, in consideration of a decision taken at a 
previous meeting of the Supreme Council, M, Berthelot had called General 
Goanda and indicated to him the importance that the Powers attached to 
receiving a prompt reply from the Roumanian Government; the Allied 
representative at Bucharest had been acquainted with this step to enable him 
on his side to act to the same end. 

M. Glemenceau said that, for his part, he must admit having thought, 
perhaps wrongly, that after the signatures of the Treaties by Roumania the 
resumption of commercial relations presented no difficulties and so far as 
France was concerned, he had authorized that resumption. Naturally, he 
would have no objection whatever to the British Government doing the 
same. From the legal point of view he recognized that Sir Eyre Crowe was 
perfectly right. 

M. DE Martino asked whether the President, therefore, was of the opinion 
that all Powers could resume commercial relations with Roumania. 

M. Glemenceau stated that that was his opinion. 

It was decided : 

To authorize the resumption of commercial relations with Roumania; 
That whatever has been the formula adopted, Mr. Wallace would refer 
the resolution to Washington for instructions from his Government. 

7 - 

Letts, to Romoanian printedjs 

Delegation on the subject 
of an inventory of the 
rolling stock on the 
Roumanian Railways 

(The meeting then adjourned). 

that ‘it therefore becomes the duty of the Reparation Commission to establish the rules 
according to which this equivalence is to be calculated. Provisionally, and until the Repara- 
tion Commission informs you of what these rules are to be, Germany must take the steps 
necessary to ensure that the customs duties which she imposes are not superior to pre-war 
customs duties, expressed in marks, calculated at the rate of exchange on the. dollar, the 
date of collection’. 

5 See No. 42, minute 2. 

® After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided to address to the Roumanian 
delegation in Paris the draft letter on this subject (appendix D in original) submitted 
by the British delegation at the instance of Sir F, Dent, Chairman of the Commission for 
the distribution of rolling-stock belonging to the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. In 
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a covering note from the British delegation, dated December 13, 19^9 (appendix C in 
original), Mr. Norman explained that ‘this step has become necessary owing to the fact that 
so far no representative of Roumania has been present at the meetings of the Commission, 
although at my request the Roumanian Government was invited, about a month ago, to 
choose this representative at once’. The letter to the Roumanian delegation stated in part : 
‘In order to facilitate the re-establishment of normal conditions in Central Europe, the 
Communications Section of the Supreme Economic Council have requested the countries 
of Central Europe, through its liaison officers, to have made an inventory of all their rail- 
roads belonging to the state or to private persons. This request, to which was joined a 
request for complementary details, was simultaneously communicated to the representa- 
tives at the Commission for the Distribution of Rolling Stock of the former Austro-Hun- 
garian Monarchy, but owing to the absence of the Roumanian Delegate it could not be 
brought to the attention of the Roumanian Government in this way. The proposed in- 
ventory was to take place Sunday, January 4, 1920, and the following Sundays every four 
weeks, these being the dates on which inventories should take place in France and Belgium. 
All the other countries have agreed to proceed with this inventory. 

‘The French representative of the Communications Section, however, has been advised 
by his Liaison Officer in Roumania that the Director of the Roumanian Railways did not 
believe he could proceed with this inventory without the authorization of his Government. 

‘Owing to the early date of the inventory, the Supreme Council begs the Roumanian 
Delegation at the Peace Conference to kindly telegraph its Government, dwelling on the 
advantages of the proposed inventory, the facilities which will thereby accompany exchanges 
at the frontier, and the repercussion on economic conditions of Cexatral Europe, and re- 
questing it to authorize this inventory.’ 


No. 45 

H.D. 1 16.] of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 

Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room, Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 
December 24, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M, Glemenceau, M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Matsui; SECRETARY, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Capt. Lothian Small. Fmn«: M. de 

Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

■. ® 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Gdt. [w] Macnamara, R.N. 

France: M. Lcygues, M. H. Simon, M, de Perotti, G.al Le Rond, M. 
Laroche, M. Hermitte. 

M. DelFAbbadessa, M. Gatastini. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 




I . Sir Eyre Crowe recalled that the Supreme Council had recently decided 
,,, . ^ , upon the allocation to Poland of a certain number of 

Poland German ships for police purposes.^ Ihe British Govern- 

ment asked whether that decision might not lead to 
certain difficulties between Germany and Poland, the more especially as it 
was a case of giving to that latter Power German vessels actually stationed at 
Dantzig, It was worth while considering in those circumstances whether it 
were not preferable to give to Poland an equivalent number of Austrian ships. 

It was decided; 


To refer to the Naval experts the question whether it were practicable 
to substitute for the German ships destined to be sent to Poland for 
policing her coasts an equivalent number of Austrian ships. 


2. Sir Eyre Crowe stated his opinion that the resolution on the conditions 
of surrender of German warships was not exactly in 
Rectification of accord with the decision taken by the Council at its 

imDecember^^^^ meeting of 1 8th December. It was necessary to dis- 

h.d. 1132 ’ tinguish between the case of the vessels referred to in the 

Peace Treaty and the case of the vessels dealt with in the 
protocol. As the Council had decided to malce no modification in the protocol 
it appeared to him that they ought to confine themselves in that matter to 
purely unofficial dealings with the Germans. The resolution, as actually 
formulated, maintained, on the contrary, that the Interallied Naval Com- 
mission of Control was to take the steps necessary for having the material of 
the five light cruisers, referred to in the protocol, delivered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the same places as the vessels themselves from which it 
had been stripped. He thought that the resolution ought to be amended so 
as to indicate that an unofficial advance should be made to the Germans 
either through the Naval Commission or through the Secretariat General. 

M. Leygues had no objection to the Germans being approached un- 
officially provided the desired result were obtained; that was merely a 
question of form to which he attached no importance. 

M. Clemenceau stated that he was equally of opinion that an unofficial 
step was preferable for the principal Powers had no right to act merely on 
their own account in the name of all the Powers who were signatories of the 
Treaty. He would ask Sir Eyre Crowe to be good enough to bring to the 
following meeting of the Council the text in writing of the modification, that 
he proposed. 


3. The Council had before it the account of two conversations that had taken 
place on the 23rd December between M. Dutasta and 
Baron von Lersner. (See Appendix A.) ' 

M. Clemenceau said that when M. Dutasta had put 
before the Baron von Lersner the Council’s last note, the German Delegate 
had, at first appeared veiy disagreeably impressed. He had declared that he 
* See No. 39, minute i and appendix B. No. 4.3, minute 6. 

3 See No. 44, note 3. 
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would set out for Berlin that very day, accompanied by all the German 
experts. But in the afternoon he had come round and told M. Dutasta that 
he had changed his mind, that he would remain in Paris and content himself 
by sending to Germany only some of the experts from the German Delega- 
tion. Baron von Lersner had likewise declared that he would advise his 
Government to institute immediately an inquiry into the tonnage actually 
existing in Germany. But if Baron von Lersner had in mind an inquiry made 
by the German Government alone, he did not think that the Council ought 
to agree to the procedure but that it must insist that the inquiry could only 
have value if it were made in co-operation with the Allied Naval representa- 
tives. 

M. Dutasta pointed out that von Lersner meant it in the latter sense. 

M. DE Martino emphasized that the Germans must be made to consent 
to the inquiry taking place only after signing. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that according to the opinion of his Naval experts 
a serious inquiry into the number of docks existing in Germany would require 
weeks to carry out. If they did not wish to delay indefinitely the coming into 
force of the Treaty, it would indeed be necessary to require the Germans to 
give their signature before any inquiry. 

M. Clemengeau thought that they ought to await the reply which the 
German Government would make to their last communication. When the 
Council had received that reply, they could let the German Government 
know that [? what] they demanded of them, the first demand of all being 
that they should sign the protocol, the inquiry having to be made later. He 
would be inclined not to publish their last note, the substance of which was 
already known to the public; publication of the exact text would run the 
risk of creating in Germany a disagreeable impression and consequently of 
delaying the signature. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the German experts had all departed for 
Berlin. 

M. Dutasta explained that a certain number of them had gone but that 
some remained in Paris. He felt that he ought to explain further that von 
Lersner had declared that Germany could not in any case sign the protocol 
before agreement had been arrived at on the quantity of tonnage to be de- 
manded of her. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that that would involve a delay of a 
month. 

M. Dutasta said that Baron von Lersner had told him that [in] his 
opinion they could on the same day sign the agreement regarding tonnage, 
the protocol and the proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. To hasten 
communication between the German Delegation and Berlin, he had thought 
it right to make representations to the P. T. T.^ in order to have telegraphic 
wires with Germany which had been damaged by the storm® immediately 
restored. 

^ Abbreviation for Posies, T^Mgraphes, et Telephones, the French postal administration. 

5 An Atlantic gale had been raging during the previous week. 



M. Leygues suggested that the Interallied Naval Commission at London 
ought to be asked to hold itself in readiness to leave at any moment for Ger- 
many in order to verify the figures supplied by the Germans. 

M. Glemengeau felt that there was no purpose in the Naval Commission 
leaving in a body. The presence of an English Admiral seemed to him quite 
sufficient. 

4. M. Glemengeau stated that he regretted having to leave the Council 
shortly as he had a meeting in the Chamber from which 
Conwcaiion of the fiut could not be absent. Had Mr. Wallace any communi- 

LoiinciL of the League . , . ••ai 

of Nations cation to make on the subject of the Convocation by the 

President of the United States of the first Council of the 

League of N ations ? 

Mr. Wallace said he would like to ask at what time President Wilson 
ought to convoke the first Council of the League of Nations. Without doubt 
that question depended upon the moment of signing the protocol. But he 
would like to know what interval after the date of the exchange of the rati- 
fications should elapse before the Council should be convoked. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that it had been decided that the Council 
of the League of Nations would be convoked on the first or second day after 
the exchange of ratifications. 

M. Mantoux recalled that there had even been a document drafted which 
was to be sent in advance to the members of the League who were to take 
part in the Council.® 

M. Glemengeau asked whether that notification had been sent. 

Mr. Wallace thought that it had not. 

M. Dutasta explained that it was the Drafting Committee that had been 
entrusted with preparing the document; he would discover whether it had 
been sent out or not. 

M. Glemenceau, having handed over the Presidency to M. Jules Gambon, 
left the Council. 


5. The Council had before it drafts of conventions relative to mandates to 
be attributed: 


Draft ■ of Conventions 
relative to certain man- 
dates 


A. To the British Empire for part of German East 
Africa. (Appendix B.) 

B. To Belgium for part of German East Africa. 


(Appendix G.)’ 


G. To the British Empire (Union of South Africa) for German South West 


Africa. (Appendix D.)® 


6 See No. 18, appendix D. >« ' 

’ Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, the same as that in appendix B. 
In particular the drafts for articles 9 and 10 of this mandate were identical with those of the 
mandate conferred upon the British Empire, and thus differed from the final text of articles 
9 and i o of the mandate conferred upon Belgium under date of July 20, 1922. This mandate 

h in British and Foreign State Papers {ig23),v(AsGS.'nn,^^.^‘fQ-^2t’ 

® Not printed. The preamble of this draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, the same as that 
in appendix B. Articles i and 2 of this draft read as follow's: ‘(i) The Principal Allied and 
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D. To the British Empire for the Island of Nauru. (Appendix E.)® 

E. To the British Empire (New Zealand) for German Samoa. (Appendix 

F.)^° 

F. To the British Empire (Australia) for the German possessions in the 

Pacific, south of the equator other than Nauru and Samoa. (Ap- 
pendix G.)” 

G. To Japan for German possessions in the Pacific Ocean north of the 

equator. (Appendix H.)'^ 

M. Gambon stated that the drafts before them were simply the resolutions 
arrived at by the Mandates Commission in London in execution of a decision 
of the Supreme Council dated 7th May, 1919, put into treaty form. 

Sir Eyre Crowe made the comment that the pact of the League of Nations 
had provided for three different forms of Mandate. In execution of those 
provisions the Mandates Commission had drawn up three types of mandates 
— A, B, and G. The form of mandate A had not been decided upon in London 
but texts had been drafted for types B and G. Those texts had been sent to 
the Legal Advisers who had not modified the substance but had only put 
them in Treaty form. Those were the texts revised by the Legal experts 
which were actually submitted to the Council. They did not differ therefore, 
except in certain formal and unimportant modifications, from the texts 
adopted by the Mandates Commission in conformity with Article 22 of the 
Pact of the League of Nations. He thought therefore that the Council would 
have no difficulty in adopting those texts. The question of Togo-Cameroon 
was not actually before the Council, no definite understanding having been 

Associated Powers confer upon His Britannic Majesty a mandate to be exercised on His 
behalf by His Government of the Union of South Africa, in conformity with Article 23 of 
Part I (Covenant of the League of Nations) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, signed at 
Versailles on the 28th June, 1919, to administer the former German Protectorate of South- 
West Africa. (2) His Britannic Majesty, for and on behalf of the Government of His Union 
of South Mrica (hereinafter called the Mandatoiy Power), accepts the mandate thus con- 
ferred upon Plim, and will execute the same on behalf of the League of Nations, and in 
accoi'dance with the following provisions.’ Articles 3-8 of this draft mandate were, subject 
to verbal variation, the same as articles 2-7 respectively of the final text, dated December 1 7, 
1920, which is printed in British and Foreign State Papers (igso), vol. cxiii, pp. 1 109-10. 

9 Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding (see note 8 above). The final text of this mandate, dated December 17, 1920, is 
printed op. cit., vol, cxiii, pp. 1111-12. 

Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding except that it contained an additional article (3) as follows: Tn case of any dispute 
arising as to whether any island is or is not included in the above mandate, the question shall 
be referred to the Council of the League of Nations, whose decision shall be final.’ This 
draft article was omitted from the final text, dated December 17, 1920, which is printed 
op. cit., vol. cxiii, pp. 1107-8, 

Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding (see note 10 above). The final text of this mandate, dated December 17, 1920, is 
printed op. cit., voi, cxiii, pp. 1 1 13-15. , 

Not printed. This draft mandate was, mutatis mutandis, in the same form as the pre- 
ceding. The final text of this mandate, dated December 17, 1920, is printed in British and 
Foreign State Papers {iQ2s), vol. 
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yet, arrived at, but he thought it would be easy to come to an agreement and 
that the question could come before the Council very soon. 

They were, on the other hand, confronted by a Japanese reservation apply- 
ing to Mandate C, dealing with the ex-German possessions in the Pacific. 
Japan desired evidently the insertion in the G type of mandate certain clauses 
relative to equality of treatment in economic matters — clauses which w^ere 
embodied in the B type. He could very well understand Japan’s interest in 
that modification but it appeared to him contrary to the Treaty, The differ- 
ence indeed between the B and the C mandates was precisely that in the G 
type the territory with which the mandates dealt formed an integral part of 
the territory of the mandatory states and entered consequently into the 
revenue and administrative system of that state. There was a much closer 
connection between the mandatory power and the territory over which it 
exercised its mandate in the G type than in the B type. He therefore con- 
sidered that they could not satisfy the demand made by the Japanese Dele- 
gation without modifying the explicit terms of Article 22 of the Pact of the 
League of Nations and consequently of the Treaties already signed, 

M. PIenry Simon stated that so far as concerned the two first drafts of con- 
ventions submitted to the Council, those namely relative to German East 
Africa, he did not think that they could raise any difficulty, the Mandates 
conferred upon the British Empire on the one hand and on Belgium on the 
other being both of the B type. 

M. Gambon asked whether then the Council adopted in principle the drafts 
of conventions dealing with the Mandates to be given over ex-German East 
Africa to the British Empire and to Belgium. They could then pass to the 
discussion of the drafts conferring upon the British Empire (Union of South 
Africa) mandate over German South-West Africa. 

M. Matsui stated that although Japan had no direct interest in that region, 
he felt obliged to make a reservation upon the point, the type of mandate 
involved being the G type, the same, that was to say, as that of the territories 
in the Pacific. He had circulated a note indicating the point of view of the 
Japanese Government upon the C type of mandate and the modifications 
that would have to be introduced to conform with his view. (See Appendix 
I.) 

The matter was for Japan at once a political question and one of principle. 
From the point of view of principle they considered that ail states, members 
of the League of Nations, ought to enjoy ‘equal opportunity’ in the same 
degree and that consequently the principle of equality of treatment in the 
economic sphere must be understood among the guarantees provided for in 
paragraph 5 of the same Article 22, in the interests of the native population. 
When the discussion of that general question had come before the Supreme 
Council two definitely opposed theories were discussed— that of annexation 
and that of mandates. An intermediate solution had been found at the end 
of several days’ discussion at which he had been present. There was no 
question at the moment of any discrimination whatever between the members 
of the League of Nations. They ought not to lose sight of this, that the 
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League of Nations was founded upon the principle absolute equality 
between its various members. His Government maintained that Article 22 
of the Pact of the League of Nations ought to be interpreted in the sense that 
the conditions of equality in matters of currency and commerce alluded to 
in paragraph 5 were part of the guarantees implied in paragraph 6 at the end. 

Independently of that question of interpretation, the matter presented 
itself for Japan in its political aspect. They had entered the war in 1914. It 
was the Japanese fleet that had driven the German cruisers from the Pacific 
and from the Indian Ocean. Now in the Pacific Isles which belonged to 
Germany before the war, natives of Japan had enjoyed complete equality of 
treatment with the natives of other Powers, including Germany. Japan now 
required the assurance that that situation would not be modified in such of 
the German possessions as were coming under the mandate of the United 
Kingdom or its Dominions. If that were not so, Japanese nationals would 
find themselves, after the war in which they had participated as victors side 
by side with their Allies, in a situation inferior to that they had enjoyed before 
the war. Their public opinion would be totally incapable of understanding 
and of accepting such a paradoxical consequence and could not endure 
Japanese nationals being on a footing different from those of other nations. 
It was in virtue of these considerations that the Japanese Delegate on the 
Mandates Commission had made a formal reservation upon the text adopted 
for the G type of mandate. The Japanese Parliament was actually on the 
point of assembling: he thought indeed that its first session was taking place 
that very day. They ran the risk of finding themselves in an extremely 
awkward situation unless they received the assurance that the rights of 
Japanese nationals in the ex-German possessions on the Pacific, which were 
coming under England or its Dominions, were respected. Japanese public 
opinion would experience serious disillusion and would be fully justified in 
so feeling, Plis Government asked therefore that article 5 of the draft of the 
B type of mandate, as it appears in the text worked out in London, should be 
inserted in the draft of the C type. He had communicated to his Government 
the drafts of mandates drawn up in London and had received in reply the 
instructions, the substance of which he had just communicated to the Council. 
He had not yet received instructions about the texts which were at the 
moment put before them and which he had telegraphed to Tokio, but as they 
[? there] were between those various documents only differences of form, he 
had ground for thinking that the instructions he had received would not be 
modified. In any case he was for the moment bound by the instructions he 
had received and he hoped that his colleagues would find it possible to 
satisfy the legitimate demands of the Japanese Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that article 5 of the draft of mandate B, to 
which Mr. Matsui had referred, bore in the text which he had before him and 
which the Legal Advisers had revised the number 8. But it was the same text. 

He could not very well see how the modification to the C type of mandate 
demanded by the Japanese Government could be made without going 
directly against Article 22 of the Treaty which Japan had accepted since it 



had signed and ratified it. Paragraph 6 of Article 22 deliberately omitted 
the words which appeared at the end of paragraph 5 and which tended to 
ensure to members of the League of Nations equality of conditions in currency 
and commerce. If that difference had been formulated between the man- 
dates B and G, it was done intentionally, since the territories under mandate 
G were an integral part of the territory of the mandatory Power, a state of 
affairs involving as a consequence equality of treatment between all the 
members of the League of Nations on the territory of the mandatory power 
itseE It seemed to him that by the very fact that it had signed the Treaty, 
the Japanese Government had already accepted the general principle of 
discrimination between the mandate B and mandate G, a principle the 
suppression of which it was that Japan was then demanding, 

M. DE Martino explained that in the question of mandates in general 
Italy had no special interests. He recognized nevertheless all the importance 
of the arguments which the Japanese Delegate had just expounded, alike 
from the point of view of the general principle of the liberty of traffic which 
they ought naturally to try and safeguard to the fullest possible extent and 
because of the fact that Japanese nationals ran the risk of finding themselves 
in a situation worse than that they had enjoyed before the war. But since, 
for that matter, lie recognized that serious interests were involved from the 
point of view of Great Britain towards which country he would by no means 
adopt an unfavourable attitude, he would simply adhere to whatever decision 
would be taken by the majority. 

He had said that Italy was not specially interested in the question of 
mandates- Their disinterestedness was due to the fact that Italy had been 
excluded from participation in the mandates over the former German 
colonies in Africa. He repeated to the Council what he had already had 
occasion to say elsewhere, that that exclusion seemed to him to be a mistake. 
The Council ought rather to have created upon the African continent, the 
future of which did not appear in a very reassuring light, a solid united 
interest of all the Powers. He did not mean however to raise the question 
anew and he made his remarks in a purely platonic spirit. 

M. Henry Simon explained that at London the French had supported the 
British interpretation of Article 22 and could not but adhere to their former 
point of view. 

M. Matsui said that he had expounded the point of view of the Japanese 
Government and that he saw nothing to add to his former explanations. His 
instructions did not permit him to accept the draft submitted to them for the 
G type of mandate. 

M, Gambon said that he considered with Sir Eyre Crowe that the Japanese 
Government, by the mere fact that it had signed the Treaty* had accepted 
the distinction between the B and G mandates, which was clearly formulated 
in Article 22 and the Mandates Commission had merely executed the pro- 
visions of that article. 

M. Matsui said that a difference in interpretation existed between them; 
the Japanese Government considered in fact that the guarantees provided 
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for ill Paragraph 6 of Article 22 included similarly conditions of equality of 
treatment discussed at the end of Paragraph 5. It was in giving it that inter- 
pretation that the Japanese Government had accepted Article 2 2. 

M. Gambon did not consider that it was possible to interpret the concluding- 
provision of paragraph 6 in so wide a sense. 

It was not indeed only the guarantees provided in the interests of the 
population. 

M. Matsui claimed that equality of treatment too was as much in the 
interests of the native population as in that of foreign nationals. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the interpretation given to Article 22 by the 
Japanese Delegation did not seem compatible with the text. The guarantees 
understood in Article 6 meant only the prohibition of the abuses discussed 
in paragraph 5, such, for example, as were mentioned in the Treaty, the 
treatment of slaves, traffic in arms and in alcohol, etc. It could not be main- 
tained that equality of treatment in the economic sphere fell within the same 
category. No subtlety of interpretation could avail against the fact that the 
passage relative to equality of treatment which had appeared in paragraph 5 
had been deliberately omitted from paragraph 6. As he understood it the 
Japanese Government was bound by its acceptance of Article 22 and obliged 
consequently to recognize the fundamental difference that separated man- 
date B from mandate G, and which it then desired to have suppressed. , He 
hoped that a more careful examination of the question would enable the 
Japanese Government to become convinced that the interpretation it was 
proposing was diametrically opposed to the letter and the spirit of Article 22. 

He would like to offer one further observation arising out of a remark just 
made by the Italian Delegate. The question involved — and under discussion 
at that moment — ^was not one as between British and Japanese interests. 
The three classes of mandates had been determined according to geographical 
considerations and the clauses of the G type of mandate engaging their atten- 
tion then applied equally to all the former possessions of Germany in the 
Pacific which were coming within the mandatory power of Great Britain, its 
dominions or Japan. The same treatment would therefore be applicable to 
all territories in the Pacific for which a mandate was envisaged. The differ- 
ences existing between the B and the G types of mandate resulted therefore 
directly and solely from the provisions of Article 22. 

M. Matsui felt that he could only repeat that he was bound by the instruc- 
tions received from his Government which considered its proposal in con- 
formity with the principle of equality of treatment which served as the basis 
of the pact of the League of Nations and which was furthermore justified by 
the political considerations which he had adduced. 

M. Gambon fcked whether M. Matsui could not accept the draft before the 
Council under the reserve of gaining the approval of the Japanese Govern- 
ment. The other members of the Council appeared indeed unanimous for 
the adoption of the British interpretation of Article 22. 

M. Matsui maintained that as he had already said he had asked for 
instructions when he sent to Tokio the drafts of the mandates prepared in 



London. He had so far received no instructions regarding the texts before 
them, but it was very unlikely that he would receive different instructions 
since between the former and the new texts there appeared to be mere un- 
important differences of form. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that Mr. Matsui might not perhaps consider 
it necessary to maintain the reservation he had formulated in so far as con- 
cerned the mandate of the Union of South Africa over German South West 
Africa. He had himself said, indeed, that Japan had no direct interests in that 
zone. If Mr. Matsui would agree to confine his reservation to the territories 
of the Pacific, the Council would be in a position at the very least to settle 
that day the question of South West Africa. 

He would also very earnestly urge the Japanese Delegate to make known 
to Tokio that the interpretation given by the Japanese Government did not 
appear to any of the other Delegations compatible with the text of the Treaty. 
He hoped that Mr. Matsui would gain acceptance for the arguments that had 
been put forward by the Council and would be good enough to recommend 
to his Government the adoption of the drafts they were discussing. 

M. Gambon emphasized that they ought not to forget the need there was 
of arriving at a solution. Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal seemed to him acceptable 
so far as concerned German South West Africa and he would be glad if 
M. Matsui would kindly let his Government know that in the opinion of the 
other Powers represented on the Supreme Council Japan was already com- 
mitted on that question by the fact that it had signed the Treaty. 

M. Matsui said he would send to Tokio an account of that discussion and 
would ask for new instructions. For the moment he was bound by the in- 
structions he had received already. He would further like the Council to 
consider how important for Japan was the question of principle involved 
therein. Japanese public opinion would be quite unable to understand why 
their nationals should be in a more unfavourable situation after, than they 
had been in before the war, the more so as Japanese Sc|uadrons had driven 
the German fleets from the waters of the Pacific. 

As to the suggestion made by Sir Eyre Crowe and supported by M. Gambon 
on the subject of German South West Africa he regretted that he could not 
associate himself with it. German South West Africa fell as a matter of fact 
under the type of mandate C and he was consequently unable to withdraw 
a reservation bearing upon the very principle of that type of mandate. 

Sir Eyre Crowe wished in no way to deny the force of Mr. Matsui’s 
argument, but he could only repeat that in his belief Japan had already 
accepted the provisions which it was then actually asking to have modified. 

M. Matsui said that their acceptation ought to be understood in the sense 
that equality of treatment was for them part of the guarantees provided for 
in paragraph 6 of Article 22. 

Sir Eyre Crowe maintained that that paragraph concerned only, 
guarantees provided in the interests of the native population, namely, liberty 
of conscience and of religion, prohibition of commerce in arms and in alco- 
hol and other provisions of the same nature. 
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M. Matsui pointed out that his Government believed that the principle 
of the Open Door was also in the interest of the native population. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that on referring to the minutes of the meetings of 
the Mandates Commission one might easily see that the provision dealing 
with equality of treatment inserted in paragraph 5 had been omitted de- 
liberately and of design from paragraph 6. The Japanese line of argument 
consisted, on the contrary, in maintaining that the principle of the Open 
Door was understood in paragraph 6. That appeared to him in complete 
contradiction, not merely with the text of the paragraphs in question, but also 
with the efforts of the Commission. 

M. Matsui maintained that the principle of equality of treatment upon 
which they were basing their arguments constituted the very basis of the pact, 
of the League of Nations. It was clearly set forth in explicit manner by 
Article 23, paragraph (e) of the pact. 

Sir Eyre Crowe repeated that he appreciated the force of the Japanese 
argument, but those arguments ought to have been adduced at the time 
of the discussion of the B and G types of mandate. It did not seem to 
him possible at that time to reopen the question without going against 
Article 22. 

M. Gambon thought it necessary to suspend the discussion until M. Matsui 
should have received instructions from his Government. 

Mr. Wallace said that in the event of his having to sign the drafts then 
before them, he would, in order to save time, ask instructions from Washing- 
ton immediately. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the United States being a party to those acts, 
the signature of the American Delegate was indispensable. 

M. Matsui added that Sir Eyre Crowe had just said that the drafts before 
them had been revised by the Drafting Committee. There must be some 
mistake for the Japanese Delegate on that Committee, Mr. Nagaoka, had no 
knowledge of those texts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he believed that those texts had been submitted to 
the Drafting Committee, but he might have been mistaken. 

M. DE Saint Quentin explained that the text could not indeed have been 
prepared by the Drafting Committee for they had come to them in English, 
and communications from the Drafting Committee were generally prepared 
in French. 

M. Gambon held that in those circumstances they might refer all those 
drafts of conventions to the Drafting Committee, it being understood that the 
drafts A and B relative to German East Africa were approved in principle by 
the Council. 

It was decided ; 

To iustract the Drafting Committee to revise the texts of the drafts of 
conveiitious submitted to the Council relative to the attribution of man- 
dates, it being understood that the drafts A and B dealing wth German 
East Africa (British and Belgian mandates) were approved in principle 
by the Council. On the other drafts of conventions, discussion would be 
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resumed on.ce the Japanese Delegate had received instructions from liis 
Government. 

Mr. Wallace would refer that resolution to Washington for instructions 
from his Government. 

The meeting adjourned. 


Appendix A to No. 45 
Document i 
Mote 

M. Dutastaj Secretary General of the Conference received Baron von Lersner, 
President of the Geirnan Delegation, at ten-thirty this morning, December 23rd. 
He gave him the letter from the Supreme Council of December 22nd, ^ and asked 
him to read it. 

He then verbally informed the President of the German Delegation, as directed, 
of the message from the Supreme Council. Baron von Lersner seemed much im- 
pressed. He asserted that the German Government, could not, in any case, sign 
the Protocol before an agreement had been reached as to the deliveries to be made 
by Germany. Pie added that owing to the importance of the matter, he was 
obliged to leave for Berlin this evening, accompanied by all the experts, military, 
naval and others. 

He asked the Secretary General of the Conference not to interpret this general 
departure as a rupture. He will leave a representative at Avenue de la Bour- 
donnais whose name Mall be given later. 

M. von Lersner expressed the desire to put down, in writing, a resume of 
M. Dutasta’s declaration. He did not ask the latter to initial it. 

Document 2 
Mote 

At 2.45 M. von Lersner asked to be received immediately by M. Dutasta, 
Secretary-General of the Conference, who received him at 3.30. 

M. von Lersner informed the Secretary General of the Conference that, contrary 
to his decision of this morning, he as well as M. von Simson had decided to remain 
at Paris unless he received contrary instructions from his Government. 

M. von Lersner said that, after the communications of this morning, the German 
Delegation had the impression that the Allies were not in a hurry tgt put the Treaty 
into force. M. Dutasta declared that on the contrary, the Supreme Council 
unanimously desired the going into force of the Treaty, provided Germany gave 
all the satisfactions asked for. 

Before leaving M. von Lersner said to M. Dutasta that he would advise the 
Berlin Cabinet to have made immediately, by the Interallied Commission, the 
investigations provided for in the note of December 22. 
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Appendix B to No. 45 

Convention relating to the Mandate for the Part of German East Africa 
assigned to Great Britain 

Whereas by Article 119 of Part IV (German Rights and Interests outside Ger- 
many) of the Treaty of Peace, Germany renounced in favour of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers all her rights over her overseas possessions, including 
therein German East Africa; and 

Whereas, in accordance with Article 22 of Part I (Covenant of the League of 
Nations) of the said Treaty, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers are 
desirous of conferring a mandate upon His Britannic Majesty to administer part 
of German East Africa, and have decided to conclude a convention for this pur- 
pose; the Pligh Contracting Parties have appointed as their plenipotentiaries, that 
is to say — 

The President of the United States of America: 

His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and 
of the British Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India; 

The President of the French Republic ; 

His Majesty the King of Italy: 

His Majesty the Emperor of Japan; 

Who, having communicated their full powers, found in good and due form, 
have agreed as follows : 

I. The Principal Allied and Associated Powers confer upon His Britannic 
Majesty a mandate to be exercised in conformity with Article 22 of Part I 
(Covenant of the League of Nations) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, signed 
at Versailles on the 28th June, 1919, to administer the former German Protec- 
torate of German East Africa, excepting the following portions : — 

(a) The area situated at the mouth of the Rovuma River and to the south of 
that river; 

ih) The area situated to the west of the following line. . . 


Appendix I to No. 45 

I, The Commission on the Mandates Regime adopted two kinds of Mandates, 
respectively called Mandates B and C, and destined to be applied to the territories 

*3 The remainder of this draft mandate (beginning: ‘From the point where the frontier 
between the Uganda Protectorate and German East Africa . . .’) was, apart from verbal 
variation, the same as the final text of July 20, 1922 (printed in British and Foreign State Papers 
IQ22, vol. cxvi, pp. 832-6) with the following exceptions ; (i) The last paragraph of article i 
was not included in the draft, (ii) Draft article 3 was omitted from the final text. This 
article read : ‘Flis Britannic Majesty, hereafter called the Mandatory Power, accepts the 
mandate thus conferred upon him, and will execute the same on behalf of the League of 
Nations and in Efccordance with the following provisions.’ (iii) The fourth paragraph of 
article 7 of the final text was not included in the draft, (iv) The second part of the first 
sentence of article 8 of the final text began in the draft as follow's : ‘Missionaries of all such 
religions shall be free to enter . , . etc.’ (v) Draft article 12 was omitted from the final text. 
This article read: ‘The Mandatory Power : shall, extend his diplomatic protection to the 
natives of the territory when in foreign lands, under the same conditions as to his owm 
nationals.’ 
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referred to in paragraphs 5 and 6 of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. However, the conclusions of this Commission did not expres.s the unani- 
mous opinion of the Commission, on account of the I’eseivations made by certain 
Delegations. 

As far as the Japanese Delegation is concerned, the Japanese Delegate proposed 
to the Commission to insert in the clause of Mandate G the stipulations of 
Article 5 of Afandate B on the principle of ‘equal opportunityV** the benefit of 
which is enjoyed by the nationals of States members of the League of Nations, on 
territory administered by the Mandatories. 

This proposal not having been accepted by the Afandates Commission, the 
Japanese Delegate w^as obliged to make reservations concerning the draft of 
Alandate G, such as it was approved by the other membei's of the Commission. 

II . It seems to us that no differences can be accepted between Afandate B and 
Mandate G, especially with respect to the advantages of the open-door policy, 
which the States members of the League of Nations should enjoy on an equal 
footing. 

According to paragraph 6 of Article 22, the territories of Alandate C shall be 
administered under the laws of the Alandatory, as integral portions of this territory, 
as distinguished from territories of Mandate B. This paragraph, thus drafted, 
however, gives the Mandatory no right to go against the elementary principles of 
the League of Nations, which are the expression of justice and equity. 

III. Concerning the Southern Pacific Islands, which are to be administered 
according to the provisions of Alandate C, Japan has special interests, as con- 
siderable capital is invested in these islands and the natural resources of the country 
were improved thanks to the continual efforts of Japanese nationals. 

If the Japanese Government makes a point of formulating the preceding pro- 
position this is because it has in mind the situation of its nationals in Australia 
subjected to a regime different to that of other foreigners. 

In this connection, if the same conditions were to spread to the territories of the 
Mandate, which may be feared owing to the present policy of the Austi'alian 
Government in the islands which it occupies, it would be contrary to the spirit of 
the League of Nations. It would be a real injustice, equivalent to barring* Japanese 
nationals from all kinds of trade and be prejudicial to their rights. 

IV. It will be remembered that, before the war, the Japanese were treated by 
the German authorities as on an equal footing with nationals of other countries, 
from a point of view of commerce, navigation, establishment and acquisition of 
property. 

Japan’s participation in the war against Germany, the assistance which she lent 
to her Allies, to enable them to apply the Mandate regime to those territories, 
would lead, if the principle of ‘equal opportunity’ were not admitted, to depriving 
Japanese nationals of the advantages which they formerly enjoyed and would place 
them in a situation inferior to that which they held when those territories were in 
the hands of the enemy. 

Japanese public opinion could not possibly admit such a paradoxical conse- 
quence, and could not understand such a result crowning the efforts made by the 
country. The Japanese Government would be unable to justify the situation and 
assume responsibility in face of public opinion. 

The text of this draft article was appended to the original. It corresponded to article 7 
of the final text of the mandate for German East Africa, omitting the fourth paragraph; 
cf. note 13 above. 
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V. For these reasons the Japanese Government is unable to accept Mandate G 
such as it has been dratvn up by the majority of Mandates Commission. There- 
fore, the Japanese Government proposes that stipulations similar to those in 
Article 5 of Mandate B relative to equal opportunities, be inserted in the Clause of 
Mandate G. 


No. 46 


H.D. 1 1 7.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held at M. Clemenceau's Residence^ Paris, on Saturday, December 57, 
igig, at lo.go a.rn. 

Present: U.S.A.'. Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. Arnavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Gimt Britain: Gapt. Lothian Small. France: M. 

Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter; M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Gapt. Fuller, R.N., Gdt. [w] Macnamara, R.N., 
Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Leygues, Gen. Weygand, Gen. Le Rond, Gontre-Amiral 
Le Vavasseur, M. Laroche, M. Hermite, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: G,-Amiral Grassi, Gdt. Fea, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 


Government to the Kote 
of December 32 


I. M. Dutasta informed the Council that Baron von Lersner had visited 
him on the previous day. The Chairman of the German 
Reply of the German Delegation had come to discuss two kinds of questions 
With him: he had first stated that the German Govern- 
ment was prepared to receive the Allied Naval experts 
responsible for determining the exact number of floating docks existing in 
Germany. Baron von Lersner had even added that his Government would 
like the experts to start as soon as possible. He had also come to ask whether 
the Allied Powers were prepared to allow their technical delegates to nego- 
tiate with the German experts of whom M. von Simson was the head. Other- 
wise M. von Simson and his colleagues would leave again for Berlin. 
M. Glemenceau, to whom he had reported this request, was of opinion that 
the opening of' negotiations as soon as possible between the experts of both 
sides could not but be beneficial. He had informed Sir Eyre Crowe of this 
opinion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that he had already telegraphed to London as a 
result of the communication made to him on the previous day, pointing out 
that in his opinion their experts should leave as soon as possible for the 
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German ports. He believed, moreover, that the inquiry ivhich they were 
about to make would last some time — the experts even suggested several 
weeks. However that might be, they were in rather a difficult position. 
They had verbally informed the Germans that they were prepared to make 
them concessions: the Germans asked them to define those concessions in a 
sort of agreement to be signed before or at the same time as the Protocol. 
Such a procedure would necessarily involve an alteration in the text of the 
Protocol. He was uncertain whether it would not be better, instead of so 
doing, to indicate, if possible, in the Protocol in its present form that the 
figures claimed was [i'ir] the maximum. This solution would certainly 
involve a slight alteration of the Protocol and it would consequently be neces- 
sary to obtain the consent of the American Government to this alteration: 
but he thought it unlikely that this consent would be refused, since from the 
outset the American Delegation had been of opinion that their conditions 
were too hard and since Mr. Polk had insisted that the Reparation Commis- 
sion should be consulted : Mr. Wallace might sound his Government on that 
particular and point out to it that the proposed change would be in con- 
formity with the American views and that the Germans alone would have to 
sign the new document in the presence of the Allied delegates. 

M. Clemenceau personally thought it would be better, if possible, not to 
alter the Protocol. They might merely note the concessions they had decided 
to grant Germany in a letter to Baron von Lersner. The German delegation 
was already aware of them from the verbal communication for which 
M. Dutasta was responsible. 

M. DE Martino pointed out that this procedure had the drawback of 
causing discrepancy between the Protocol and the letter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that for his part he was ready to accept this proposal 
if the Germans could be persuaded to agree to it. 

Mr. Wallace stated that if the Council so desired he was in a position to 
explain the views of his Government on this question. The American 
Government had repeatedly declared that the question of reparation to be 
demanded of Germany must be considered from a purely economic point of 
view. Germany’s power to make reparation depended on her power to 
produce and export. It was thus closely connected with the economic condi- 
tions of the world at a time when a large part of it was in a critical economic 
position. The American Government could not, therefore, accept any claim 
for reparation seriously affecting Germany’s power of payment. It had 
realized that by claiming the surrender of docks, dredgers and harbour 
material they had committed a great mistake. President Wilson had always 
thought that German ships surrendered to the Allies as reparation should be 
destroyed. The fact that the German crews had destroyed them themselves 
did not therefore cause such heavy loss to the Allies that they were justified 
in renouncing that principle of reparation which he had just recalled. As 
to the acceptance of the original Protocol by Mr. Polk, the Council would 
recall the fact that the American delegate had afterwards regretted it. The 
American Government therefore accepted the delivery of the 192,000 tons 
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which Germany declared her readiness to supply, but it was definitely 
opposed to any supplementary cession of harbour material as reparation for 
the Scapa Flow incident. 

M. Glemengeau begged to point out that Mr. Polk had formally accepted 
the Protocol providing for the surrender by Germany of 400,000 tons of 
floating clocks. He made the following proposal: the Protocol should not be 
altered, and, in his capacity as President of the Conference, he would write 
to Baron von Lersner specifying the concessions they were prepared to make. 
But they could obviously decide nothing without the consent of the British 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crow^e hoped to obtain that consent but they must not ignore 
the fact that if their action had not the desired effect their position would be 
rendered more difficult. 

Would it not be sufficient for the moment to have another conversation 
with the German delegates and to tell them that their claims were satisfied 
on the whole? They could then be asked whether they wished these promises 
to be noted in writing and if they would then be satisfied. If the German reply 
was in the negative they would have the advantage of not having com- 
promised themselves. 

M. Glemengeau thought this suggestion excellent: M. Dutasta might see 
Baron von Lersner that very day and ask him what satisfaction he desired. 
It was, moreover, possible that Baron von Lersner would reply that he wished 
for an alteration of the Protocol. They would then see what could be done. 

M. Dutasta said that his interview with Baron von Lersner had given him 
the impression (which was, however, a purely personal one) that if the 
Supreme Council were to confirm in writing the verbal communication made 
in its name and definitely stated that after the immediate supply of the 

192.000 tons proposed by the Germans themselves time would be granted for 
the delivery of the material still to be supplied, it would be possible to come 
to an arrangement. The German experts were most alarmed at the demand 
for immediate delivery of all the material claimed. 

M. Berthelot supposed that under those conditions the Protocol would 
not be altered. 

Sir Eyre Crowe feared that they could not really avoid altering the 
Protocol in this way. 

M. DE Martino agreed with the last speaker. The American repre- 
sentative should at once ask for the consent of his Government to a possible 
alteration of the Protocol. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it might be enough to add a few words to the 
Protocol stating that they only claimed a quantity of docks, dredgers, floating 
cranes not exceeding 400,000 tons. Such a formula would allow of all neces- 
sary arrangements with Germany without involving more serious alteration 
of the Protocol. 

He indeed thought it difficult to sign the Pi'otocol without altering it, 
since they had not stated elsewhere in writing that they would not demand 

400.000 tons. 





M, Berthelot saw no real difEculty: a ‘contre-lettre’^ would be sufEcient. 

M. Dutasta thought this all the more possible as they had already ex- 
pressly stated in the Note accompanying the Protocol that their claims might 
be reduced in order to take into account the economic difficulties facing 
Germany. 

M. Glemenceau asked whether there was any objection to a conversation 
between M. Dutasta and Baron von Lersner with a view to inducing the 
latter definitely to state his point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe would prefer that the Secretary General should in no 
case state that they would if necessary accept the delivery of new material 
specially constructed for them. 

M. Glemenceau agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought M. Dutasta might make the following statement. 
The inquiry which they were about to make was two-fold : first there w^as the 
verification of figures, which might be fairly quickly done ; then there was 
also the investigation of the possible effects of the execution of the Protocol on 
German economic life. This was a much more delicate problem, the solution 
of which might take much time: he thought it would be difficult to pledge 
themselves on the second point. On the other hand, it would be easy to 
reduce their demands if they had made a mistake in the facts concerning the 
docks of tiamburg or of Dantzig. 

M. Dutasta also pointed out that, if they were prepared to grant a delay 
in delivery, the German objection based on the eventual paralysis of the 
economic life of the country fell through to a great extent. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that as a preliminary M. Dutasta might state 
that they had requested of London that the experts might be sent speedily. 

(M. Glemenceau withdrew and M. Gambon took the chair.) 

2. A note, dated 26th December, 1919, from the Gommander-in-Ghief of the 
Allied Armies was laid before the Council. (Annex A. 
Transport of Allied GENERAL Weygand read and commented on Marshal 
lroopsmpUi>sateUrn- 

reply of the German experts to our memorandum which 
could be accepted and others which did not admit of discussion. For 
instance, it was certain that whatever were the arrangements made between 
the Germans and the Poles for the evacuation of territories ceded to Poland, 

^ A diplomatic instrument, usually secret, modifying or annulling a provision in a 
previously authenticated instrument. 

2 Not printed. This note began as follows: ‘On December 20 the German Delegation 
replied to the Memorandum, presenting the proposals of the General Staff of the Marshal, 
Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, relative to the transportatio^i of the Govern- 
mental Commissions and troops of occupation across Germany to the territories of Eastern 
Germany, which was received by the Delegation on November 20. The German reply 
presents important modifications in the proposals of the Marshal’s Staff. The reply was 
examined during an Interallied Conference on December 22nd.’ The note proceeded to 
discuss the questions raised by General Weygand in the Supreme Council, and in conclusion 
submitted the substance of the three recommendations which were adopted by the Council 
as resolutions i (a-c). 
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there was no need to await the 26th day after the coming into force of the 
Treaty in order to let our troop trains through; before that date at least two 
trains per day could run through Western Prussia. Other questions were of a 
more difficult nature. If they were satisfied with the four trains per day 
offered by the GermanSj a period of twenty days would be necessary for the 
transport of troops for Upper Silesia and the occupation of other territories 
would not be completed for 40 days. He asked the Council whether such a 
state of affairs would not have drawbacks; for his part, he thought it would. 

On the other hand, if they managed to run six trains per day, transports 
for Upper Silesia would be completed in 15 days and, at the end of twenty- 
five days, the northern territories would have received the contingents allo- 
cated to them. Should the Council consider it necessary that the occupation 
troops should all be on the spot within a period of 15 days from the coming 
into force of the Treaty, a larger number of trains would obviously be re- 
quired. However, in view of the fact that they had claimed 10 trains per day 
and that the Germans offered them four, he thought they might easily 
demand 6. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if, at the rate of 6 trains per day, the transport 
of troops was effected within a period of 25 days, that was a solution which 
could be accepted. He would not say the same if the transports would not be 
completed for 40 days. 

M. DE Martino refused to give an opinion in the absence of his military 
expert, but was ready to agree with the opinion of the majority. 

General Weygand said his opinion was that of all the military delegates 
who had examined the German Note together. 

M. DE Martino withdrew his reservation in these circumstances. 

M. Gambon said the Council therefore invited General Weygand to 
demand 6 trains per day. 

General Weygand passed on to another point: if transport began imme- 
diately on the coming into force of the Treaty and if this coming into force 
was close at hand, they would be obliged to mark time, owing to the special 
position of the British contingents which could not leave the Rhine before 
about January 20. Such interruption might have a bad effect on the Germans 
and he therefore thought it best that transport should take place' without 
interruption. That would be possible if it began on January 8 at the rate 
of 4 trains per day or Januaiy 13 at the rate of 6 trains per day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought General Weygand’s scruple probably useless as 
it was doubtful whether the proc^s-verbal of the deposit of ratifications 
would be signed before January 13. 

General Weygand asked, however, that trains might be fixed to run on 
January 13 if the Treaty came into force before that date. As he required 
5 days to settle the final details, he also asked to be informed 5 days before 
the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. Gambon assured General Weygand that he would be informed in good 
time by the Secretariat-General. 

General Weygand said there remained the question of wagons and that 



of the cost of transport. The Germans declared that they could supply no 
%¥agons. The French lines could supply a certain number of trucks and of 
flat wagons, but no passenger wagons; the men must, however, travel in 
heated wagons. He would add that it was morally essential that the Allied 
soldiers should be as well treated as the German prisoners, for whom heated 
passenger wagons perfectly fitted were provided. With the consent of the 
Council, he would therefore demand passenger wagons of the Germans. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that, if necessary, the German prisoners might 
wait a few days. 

M. Gambon noted that the Council approved of this proposal. 

Gener.4.l Weygand said that, with regard to the cost of transport, the 
Germans claimed payment at the general rates in force for goods and 
passenger transport. 3 He thought this claim incredible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it quite inadmissible. 

M. Gambon agreed that this claim could not be accepted and that no 
discussion of the point by the Germans could be allowed. 

It was decided that, with a view to the transport to plebiscite territories 
of Interallied contingents, the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 
should : — 

1 . (a) Require the German Government to run a minimum of six trains 

per day; 

(b) Require the German Government to supply all the passenger wagons 

required ; 

(c) Refuse to allow these transports to be effected at the rate generally 

in force in Germany and demand the application of the military 

rate. 

It was also decided that if the transport was effected at the rate of six 
trains per day, these trains should not begin to run before January 13 , in 
order that it might continue uninterruptedly until the completion of the 
transport. 

2. That the Comniander-in-Chie£ of the Allied Armies should he informed 
five days beforehand of the date of the coming into force of the Treaty. 

3. A note dated December 26, from the Naval experts was laid before the 
Enemy ships allocated to Council. (Annex B.-^) 

Poland for policing and After a short discussion it was decided that the Interallied 
guarding the coast Naval Commission should come to a final decision re- 

garding the transfer to Poland of ex-Austrian torpedo-boats, taking into 
consideration the views developed in Annex 

3 The note before the Supreme Council explained that : ‘We requested that the military 
tariff in use in Germany to November i, 1919, be admitted similar to its application [^ic] 
during the transportation of the Haller Army. The Germans offer the ‘‘general tariff in use 
concerning travellers and merchandised^ An estimation already made relative to the liquidation 
of the cost of transporting the Haller Army indicated that the two tariffs would have been 
(at the time of the execution of the Haller transportation) in the relation of i to 4.’ 

Not printed. This note stated in part that there existed 25 former Austrian sea-going 
torpedo-boats completed since 1913-14. ‘From a naval point of view, the difficulty of 
transferring the Austrian torpedo-boats to Dantzig still exists. There is no reason why this 
difficulty should be insurmountable, although the transfer should be carried out in a 
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4- A Note dated December 26, 1919, from the French and Italian naval 
experts was laid before the Council. (Annex G.s) 
onditions of e ivery of Leygues read and commented on the Note from 

German warships , _ , , -r 

the French and Italian experts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought they were all agreed in wishing to grant the 
request of the French and Italian navies if possible. But the question was 
whether that request was in conformity with the Treaty. It had been recog- 
nized at a previous meeting that it was not and that they must content them- 
selves with semi-official overtures to the Germans. The Joint Secretariat had 
formulated the Council’s decision inaccurately. Under those conditions the 
naval experts had met again but the French navy had preferred to begin the 
discussion afresh. They were faced by a difficulty which they all desired to 
settle and he was quite prepared to consent to refer the matter once more to 
the legal experts, unless M. Fromageot who was present, could give their 
definite opinion at once. 

M. DE Martino said that the Note explained by M. Leygues had been 
drawn up in agreement with the Italian experts. He therefore agreed with 
this argument. 

M. Matsui thought that in common sense the claim made by the Minister 
of Marine seemed well founded, but Sir Eyre Crowe had rightly pointed out 
that the terms of the Treaty and the Protocol were so definite that a claim 
seemed hardly possible. He thought the question should be referred to the 
legal experts. 

M. Leygues asked M. Fromageot for his opinion. 

M. Fromageot stated that Article 185, which, moreover, in its original 
form provided for the destruction of the ships, referred to Clause 23 of the 
Armistice Convention, which stipulated that vessels must be disarmed. 
Article 185 nevertheless added that the artillery must be completely re- 
embarked. 

Vige-Admiral Le Vavasseur pointed out that only the breeches had been 
re-embarked. 

M. Fromageot said that disembarked material was at present in the hands 
of the German Government. It therefore belonged to the categories referred 
to in Article 192 of the Treaty. As for the five cruisers the delivery of which 
was provided for in the Protocol, that document certainly made no mention 
of Article 192 and there was no question of any destruction. It only referred 

favourable season. The cost of the journey should be charged to the Polish Government.’ 
In conclusion the note recommended the proposal adopted by the Supreme Council. 

s Not printed. This note referred to Sir E. Crowe’s intervention on December 24, 1919, 
in favour of an unofficial approach to the German authorities in this matter (see No. 45, 
minute 2), and argued that ‘any attempts of this nature appear to be destined to be 
unsuccessful unless we offer an advantage of some kind in exchange. Such steps are not 
necessary.’ The note proceeded to renew and develop the arguments previously advanced 
by M. Leygues concerning the interpretation of articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles (see No. 42, minute 6 and appendix E). In conclusion the note submitted three 
proposals which were in main substance, though not in form, the same as those advanced 
in paragraph 5 of tiie previous French note of December 13 (see No. 42, appendix E). 
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to Article 185, i.e. it specified that the ships should be handed ovei' disarmed 
with their artillery. The destruction of the material was doubtless not pro- 
vided and the Treaty did not come into play, but if they wished to obtain the 
delivery of ail that material, it was nevertheless necessary to alter the terms 
of the Protocol. 

M, Leygues thought M. Fromageot confused two ideas when he declared 
that material disembarked under Article 185 came under the categories 
referred to in Article 192. In reality, they must distinguish between three 
kinds of boats: (i) boats referred to in Article 185. It was not stated that 
material disembarked from them belonged to the German Government and 
would not be handed over to the Allies. Indeed, this material had only been 
disembarked because they mistrusted the German crews responsible for 
handing over the vessels. (2) Article 190, on the other hand, specified that a 
certain number of ships should be left at the disposal of Germany. Article 192 
concerning the destruction of excess material only referred to material dis- 
embarked from the vessels mentioned in Article 190. He thought it im- 
possible to combine Article 1 85 with Article 1 90. Still less could they adduce 
Article 192 in relation to the third category of vessels, i.e. the cruisers the 
delivery of which was claimed by the Protocol of November i . He would go 
further and would ask whether it was possible in international law to hold 
that a vessel should not be surrendered with all its material, unless it was 
expressly stated that before delivery such material should be disembarked for 
purposes of destruction. 

M. Fromageot regretted that he could not accept the point of view of the 
Minister of Marine. It was indeed true that, in the absence of any stipulation 
to the contrary, a vessel must be surrendered with all its material and appli- 
ances, but Article 1 85 referred to by the Protocol definitely provided for the 
disarmament of ships to be surrendered. Article 192 seemed to have a general 
bearing. Nevertheless, it might be argued (he was not very convinced of the 
value of the argument) that the material disembarked from the vessels re- 
ferred to in Article 185 was not in the hands of the German Government, 
since it was placed under Allied control; consequently, it would not come 
under the scope of Article 192. 

M. Leygues thought the meaning of Article 192 perfectly clear; the word 
‘in excess’ contained therein clearly indicated that it applied to arms and 
material of all kinds disembarked from the vessels referred to in Article igo. 
He was quite prepared to accept a formula which would give the result he 
was seeking in any way whatever, but how could they prove to public opinion 
or a parliament that while they left Germany armed cruisers, they allowed 
her to surrender disarmed boats? He thought it rather dangerous to count 
on verbal communications and German good will in order to attain their 
object. He was afraid Germany would not lose such a good opportunity to 
be unpleasant. He must, moreover, point out that in reality the cruisers 
concerned had not been disarmed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that all this should have been thought of 
when the Protocol was drafted. 
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M, DE Martino thought it would be best if the naval experts and the 
drafting committee examined the question together once more. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said they were faced by a purely legal problem, that of 
the interpretation of the Treaty. Discussion at that meeting had produced 
no fresh arguments ; he was afraid the fresh examination by the legal experts 
would lead to no better results. 

M. Fromageot said they would be pleased to reconsider the question, 
but was afraid they could reach no other solution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe returned to his original suggestion. Gould not M. Dutasta 
discuss the matter with Baron von Lersner since it was of no importance 
to the German Government, as the material would not be left to it in any 
case? 

M. Leygues thought such action would have serious drawbacks: what 
would be their position if the Germans refused their request, even un- 
officially? 

Sir Eyre Crowe said the same question might be raised with regard to 
the Protocol. They did not pledge themselves to anything. It was merely a 
matter of an inquiry. 

M. Cambon asked whether the Minister of Marine agreed that the Germans 
should be asked this question by M. Dutasta. 

M. Leygues said he did not agree, and asked again what their position 
would be in the event of a German refusal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that if they insisted on settling the question they 
must then alter the protocol. 

M. Cambon said he was struck by M. Leygues’ argument. He was indeed 
afraid that unless M, Dutasta was successful, they would be in a worse posi- 
tion. They had the choice of two solutions : either a fresh examination of the 
question by the legal experts, or a conversation between M. Dutasta and 
Baron von Lersner. 

M. DE Martino thought a conference between the naval and legal experts 
might be very helpful : hitherto they had deliberated separately. 

M. Matsui agreed with this opinion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was not opposed to referring the matter to the legal 
experts. 

It was decided that the Drafting Committee and the naval experts should 
examine together the conditions of surrender of German warships destined 
for delivery to the Allies. 

5. An aide-memoire from the Swiss Legation in France was laid before the 
Council, to which was annexed the Federal Decree of 

Accemon of Sm&jt- November 21, iQiQ, concerning the accession of Switzer- 
land lo We Learae 0/ , , ' J ^ ® /A rA 

j^ations the League of Nations, (Annex [Appendix] D) 

together with a note from the Drafting Committee, con- 
cerning the aide-memoire. (Annex [Appendix] E.) 

M. Fromageot read and commented on the note of the Drafting Com- 
mittee. 



M. DE Martino asked whether the Swiss aide-memoire had been trans- 
mitted to the French Government or to the Peace Conference. 

M. Fromageot replied that it had been transmitted to the French Govern- 
ment. 

M. Gambon asked whether there was any need to answer it. 

M. Fromageot thought there were drawbacks to leaving the Swiss argu- 
ments unanswered. 

M. Gambon thought it better that the reply should be drafted and sent on 
behalf of the Conference. He proposed that the Drafting Committee should 
submit a draft to them. 

It was decided to accept the principles developed in. the Drafting Com- 
mittee’s note with regard to the Swiss aide-memoire concerning the 
accession of Switzerland to the League of Nations. 

It was also decided to instruct the Drafting Committee to prepare a 
draft reply to that aide-memoire. 

The meeting was adjourned. 


Appendix D to No. 46 
Document i 

[Translation] 

Swiss Legation in France. 

Although the deposit of ratifications of the Peace Treaty of June 28, 1919, has 
not yet taken place and, consequently, the Swdss Federal Council has not been 
officially invited to declare that Switzerland will accede to the League of Nations, 
in conformity with the terms of Article I of the Covenant of April 28, 1919, the 
Swiss Federal Council has the honour to inform the Government of the French 
Republic that the Swiss Federal Assembly decided, on November 21, 1919, in 
favour of Switzerland’s entry in the League of Nations, text of which decision is 
annexed hereto.^ 

The Federal Council will make a formal declaration of the accession of Switzer- 
land, to the Secretariat General of the League, at the proper time. However, in 
compliance with a desire expressed by the Commission of the Swiss National 
Council, the Federal Council begs to indicate at this time that, in its opinion, the 
vote of the people and the Swiss cantons on the Federal Bill of November 2 1 , which 
will be promulgated as soon as circumstances permit, should not, necessarily, have 
to be operated within the time stipulated in Article I of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations. It would be absolutely contrary to the constitutional customs of 
Switzerland to submit a proposed bill to the people before its juridical bases had 
been established, as the realization of the League of Nations is dependent on the 
accession of ail the States to whom the Covenant accords, in relation to their 
special political importance, permanent representation on the Council of the 
League. 

The Federal Council is convinced that a notification of the decision of the Swiss 
Federal Assembly, made within two months after the entry into force of the Peace 
^ Document a below. 



Treaty, 'will assure Switzerland, without anticipating the decision of the people 
and of the cantons, all the rights due [to] a State invited to accede to the League 
of Nations in the capacity of original member. Switzerland is the only country in 
which the principle of popular vote in the question of accession to the League of 
Nations is a constitutional necessity, but as this principle is in entire conformity 
with the conception of the international regime which is the object of the League 
of Nations, the Federal Council is firmly convinced that Switzerland will not be 
placed at a disadvantage by reason of the democratic character of her constitu- 
tional law. 


Document 2 

[ Translation] 

The Federal Assembly of the Swiss Confederation, 

After having taken note of a message from the Federal Council, dated August 4, 
1919: 

Whereas the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, recognized in particular by 
the Act of November qo, 1815, is considered, according to Article 435 of the Peace 
Treaty concluded on June 28, 1919, between the Allied and Associated Powers and 
Germany, as an International agreement for the maintenance of peace; and 
whereas the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, accoi'ding to Article 2 1 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, may be considered as inconsistent with none of 
the provisions of the said Covenant: 

Hoping that the present League of Nations will extend, in the near future, so as 
to become universal. 


decrees that : 

I . Switzerland adheres to the Covenant of the League of Nations agreed upon 
on April 28, 1919, by the Peace Conference, assembled in Paris. 

The provisions of the Federal Constitution concerning the promulgation of the 
Federal laws shall apply to the ratification of the amendments made in the said 
Covenant, and to the approval of all conventions pertaining to the League of 
Nations. 

The decisions relative to the violation of the Covenant or exclusion from the 
League of Nations, shall be submitted to a plebiscite. 

Article 121 of the Federal Constitution, concerning popular expression, is also 
applicable to the decisions relative to a violation of the Covenant or to exclusion 
from the League.'^ 

II . The present Federal decision shall be submitted to the vote of the people, 
as soon as the five Great Powers shall have adhered to the Covenant. 

III. The Federal Council is charged with the execution of the present decision. 

7 A more exact English translation of the two preceding paragraphs, as supplied by the 
Swiss Government, is as follows : 

‘The decisions concerning denunciation of the Covenant or concerning withdrawal from 
the League of Nations must be submitted to the vote of the people and cantons. 

‘Article 121 of the Federal Constitution, concerning popular initiative, is also applicable 
to the decisions relative to the denunciation of the Covenant, and to withdrawal from the 
League of Nations.’ 
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Note relative to the Swiss Note of December 18, igig, concerning the Adherence 
of Switzerland to the League of Nations 

1 . It is evident that the Swiss Note does not authorize Switzerland’s adherence 
to the League of Nations, as is, moreover, recognized by Switzerland herself, as 
she referred to an ulterior formal declaration. 

2. According to Article i of the Covenant, the declaration of adherence must 
be made without reservations. Consequently, Switzerland cannot, expressly or 
implicitly, subordinate her adherence to a referendum, which she contends is 
compulsory by her constitutional law. Questions of Swiss Constitutional law, such 
as the necessity of a referendum, concern Switzerland only and are not of interest 
to the other Powers. 

3. It can be sustained that the date for the commencement of the two month 
period, allowed the Powers in which to make their declaration, is not necessarily 
connected with the ratification of the German Treaty, since the Covenant, of 
which the Powers can take advantage, is also incorporated in the Austrian and 
Bulgarian treaties, and that the entry into force of those two Treaties will doubtless 
be subsequent to that of the German Treaty. It is known that China, which is 
neither among the signatory Powers of the German Treaty nor the invited Powers, 
is, nevertheless, a signatory of the Covenant, by the fact that she has signed the 
Austrian Treaty. 

In the event that Switzerland would allow the two months following the entry 
into force of the German Treaty to lapse, she could still demand the delay pro- 
vided for by the Covenant in the Austrian or Bulgarian Treaties, and adherence 
to this Covenant within the period of two months which will follow the entry into 
force of these Treaties. 

If the non-adherence of Switzerland at the time of the entry into force of the 
German Treaty cannot prevent the constitution of the League of Nations and the 
commencement of its functions, it can, on the other hand, seriously interfere with 
the establishment of the League at Geneva. 

4. The Swiss Note quotes April 28, 1919, as the date upon which the Covenant 
was adopted. 

It should be noted that the only official text is that which was signed, that is to 
say the text of the Treaties, and first of all, that of the German Treaty of June 28, 

1919- 

5. The theses of the Swiss Note, according to which the realization of the League 
of Nations is dependent on the ratification of the five Principal Powers, cannot be 
accepted. 

On this point, it is clearly stipulated in the final clauses of the Treaty, and is, 
further, agreed at this time that the Treaty, in all its parts, inclusive of Part I 
(Covenant of the League of Nations) will enter into force for all the Powers which 
will have ratified at that time, upon ratification by three of the Principal Powers 
and Germany. 

6. The decision of the Federal Council, [? text] of which was annexed to the Note 
from the Swiss Government, contains various considerations in its preamble con- 
cerning the relation between the adherence of the Helvetic Confederation to the 
League of Nations and the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland, as well as between 
Articles 21 and 435 of the Treaty. 
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Regarding this question, which was the object of certain developments in the 
Message of the Supreme Council of August 4, 1919, it would be advisable to not 
appear to silently acquiesce purely and simply in the views of the Federal Council, 
but to hold the entire question for examination and whatever solution it may be 
deemed proper to adopt. 

® This should apparently read : Federal Council, 

No. 47 

H. D. 1 1 8.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 

Powers^ held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai dHrsay^ Monday, 
December 2g, igig, at 10. jo a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Great Britain: Captain Lothian Small. France: M. 

de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Capt. Fuller, R.N., Cdt. [rfr] Macnamara, R.N., 
Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Leygues, M, Loucheur, Marshal Foch, Gen. Weygand, Adi. 

Le Vavasseur, M, Laroche, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero, C. Adi. Grassi, M. Dell’Abbadessa, M. Pilotti. 
Japan: M, Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka, Cdt. Osumi. 

I. M. Dutasta said that in accordance with the Council’s instructions he 

had had a conversation on Saturday* evening with 
Conversation between M. ]y[ Lersner. He had taken great pain not to commit 
wf anything whatever and to give to his 
the Protocol conversation a purely unofficial and personal character. 

M. von Lersner after hearing his exposition had told him 
that without committing his Government he was himself of opinion that an 
immediate agreement was possible upon the basis outlined. He had also 
said that he would telegraph to Berlin immediately, and that he would visit 
him that evening. It was probable therefore that they would know imme- 
diately exactly where they stood. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what exactly were the suggestions made by 
M. Dutasta to which M. von Lersner had agreed. 

M. Dutasta answ^ered that he had said the Conference was ready to con- 
firm in writing the declarations made verbally to the Head of the German 
.Delegation in the course of the previous conversation; that he had added 
' December 27, 1919. 
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that the Allies would be satisfied provisionally with the 192,000 tons offered 
by the Germans allowing them the additional time required for handing over 
the remainder of the material. In that way they were answering the objection 
raised by the Germans to the effect that the immediate handing over of all 
the material claimed would imperil their economic existence. As he had 
said, M. von Lersner had shown himself satisfied on the whole with those 
proposals. The only objection M. von Lersner had made^ one which, in his 
opinion, might easily be taken into consideration, was that the date of signing 
the Protocol ought to coincide with that of the coming into force of the Treaty, 
The Germans seemed to attach great importance to the point since that 
affected intimately the burning question of prisoners of war. He had con- 
sidered that he might tell von Lersner that he did not anticipate any diffi- 
culty on that subject. 

He had further drawn M. von Lersner’s attention to the fact that the 
negotiations which were proceeding might be disturbed if the German 
Government were to send the Council a note refusing to sign the Protocol as 
it stood. M. von Lersner had answered that he did not know whether a note 
to that effect were not already on the way; if it were so it was probable that 
the German Press would publish it, but in any case he would not submit such 
a note to the President of the Conference, and he hoped that no notice would 
be taken of anything that might appear in the German Press. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that M. Dutasta’s report was on the whole satis- 
factory. Concerning the question of sending naval experts to Germany, he 
had, at M. Clemenceau’s request, telegraphed to London. He had received 
a telegram from the British Admiralty, saying that the experts who had been 
appointed would not be ready to start before the following day. 

M. DE Martino thought that there need be no difficulty in granting the 
German request to have the date of signing the Protocol coincide with that 
of the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they need only fix the date in such a way as to 
render possible the military arrangements required by the occupation of the 
plebiscite areas. 

General Weygand added that certain political questions which were then 
being discussed by General Le Rond and the German experts, relating to the 
conditions under which the transfer of authority would take place in the 
plebiscite zone, must be taken into consideration. 

M. DE Martino considered that it would be well to advise those com- 
missions to conclude their work as quickly as possible. 

General Weygand explained that the negotiations were commencing 
that very day. 

M, Gambon thought if M. Dutasta’s impressions were corioct they might 
well expect the signing of the Protocol by the Germans within four or five days. 

General Weygand was afraid that the negotiations between General 
Le Rond and the German experts were perhaps already finished The 
General Staff of the Army itself required four or five days to prepare the 
transportation of troops. On the other hand, as he had already indicated to 
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the Council there was something to be said, if a sort of hiatus between the 
departure of the French and the Italian troops on the one hand and of the 
British troops on the other were to be avoided, for postponing the transport 
until about the 12 th or 13th January. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it unnecessary to start the transportation of 
troops on the very day of the Treaty’s coming into force; there was, of course, 
a decision of the Supreme Council to that effect, but it was for the Council 
itself to modify the decision if it thought it necessary. 

General Weygand pointed out that there was nothing to prevent them 
really from delaying the transport until perhaps 10 days after the Treaty’s 
coming into force. If that were to take place on the 3rd January, for instance, 
the troops might start moving on the 13th. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the General’s proposal was the best pro- 
cedure to adopt. 

M. Dutasta explained further that M. von Lersner had anticipated no 
objections on Germany’s part to the handing over of the five light cruisers. 

2. M. DE Martino asked if he might draw the Council’s attention for a 
moment to a question that did not appear on the agenda. The 
^Khgmfurt Delegation had just received from Klagenfurt com- 

munications of very disquieting nature. The inhabitants were 
dreading a coup de main by the Jugo-Slavs in that zone; [? a] certain number 
of them had even asked that a part of the Italian detachments in the neigh- 
bourhood might be dispatched to Klagenfurt. It was certain that the de- 
cisions of the Conference ought to be respected and that a military operation 
by the Jugo-Slavs would take away all value from the proposed plebiscite. 
Steps ought obviously to be taken at once, therefore, if the Council did not 
wish to find itself confronted with 3. fait accompli. He would add that they 
had an Italian officer on the spot who confirmed those local reports of which 
he had just spoken. 

Sir Eyre Crowe added that the other allied governments also had officers 
on the spot. 

M. Gambon said that before taking any decision whatsoever it would be 
necessary to have fuller information. They had to deal with a nervous and 
divided population and it was very probable that while certain of the in- 
habitants complained to the Italian authorities about the activities of the 
Jugo-Slavs, others were addressing to Belgrade complaints of the exactly 
opposite nature. 

M. DE Martino asked how they were to set about making the proposed 
inquiries and suggested that the President of the Conference might address 
the Austrian {3r the Jugo-Slav Government. 

M. Gambon suggested that it would be much better to ask first of all the 
allied officers who were on the spot their opinion on the situation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that certain difficulties had already occurred 
owing to the fact that the officers whom the Allies had there seemed to con- 
sider themselves as forming an Interallied Commission; that was not at all 
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the case. They had been sent at a moment when an armistice between the 
Serbs and the Garinthians had to be negotiated; it was important not to allow 
those officers to retain the impression that they constituted a commission 
invested with powers by the Supreme Council. 

M. Gambon suggested that in order to obviate the difficulty pointed out 
by Sir Eyre Crowe, it might be sufficient that each Government consult 
individually the officer it had on the spot. 

M. DE Martino insisted that the Council ought not to forget how urgent 
the question was and that unless they acted quickly they ran the risk of find- 
ing themselves in the presence of 3 . fait accompli. 

M. Gambon suggested that it was very important that in their fear of 
finding themselves before a fait accompli, they should not act in the very way 
in which to create one. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether they might not very well address them- 
selves directly to M. Troumbitch and ask him frankly what truth there was 
in the reports. It was certain that the Serbs had no right whatever to go to 
Klagenfurt, but he felt that he must say frankly that he did not give implicit 
faith to the reports that seemed so to disquiet their Italian colleague, 

M. DE Martino said that further the Serbs were making restrictions upon 
traffic which could not be prolonged indefinitely. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that all the interested parties stopped traffic in turn. 
Similar complaints were raised against the Italians. 

M. DE Martino could not believe that report was accurate. It was the 
Italians who were victims in the situation. 

It was decided; 

1. that the Allied and Associated Governments address separately their 

officers on the spot a request for information about the situation in 
the Klagenfurt Basin, and especially about the possibility of a cou]^ 
de main by the Jugo-Slavs. 

2. that an inquiry be addressed to M. Troumbitch asking him for an 

explanation of the situation at Klagenfurt and of certain reports 
alleging that the Jugo-SIav Government intended, contrary to the 
decisions of the Conference, to send troops to Klagenfurt. 

3. M. Lougheur explained that para, 2 of appendix 4 of part 8 of the 
Treaty dealing with reparations distinguished between 
The time period provided kinds of substitutes for the materials destroyed or 

VIII of Ihe Tnat ^^^oved by the Germans, the one by equivalents — 
Versailles Para. 2(a) — and the other by direct supply — Para, 2 (b) . 

In para. 3 it was provided that the lists dealing with the 
articles mentioned in para. 2(a) were to be supplied within the 60 days 
following the coming into force of the Treaty. So far there was no difficulty, 
but the lists dealing with Articles mentioned in Para. 2(b) were there re- 
quired to be supplied to the Reparation Commission by the Allied and 
Associated Powers on the 31st December 1919 at the latest. At the same time 
when that had been drafted, it had been considered that the Treaty would 
be in force at the latest in the month of August, and that the Reparation 
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Commission would have had several months before it to procure those lists. 
It was obvious that in the existing state of things the lists could not be supplied 
at the time indicated as the Treaty was not yet in force and the Reparation 
Commission was not yet functioning. A modification was therefore neces- 
sary: but no arrangement to that effect was necessary perhaps with Germany, 
since it was stated in the paragraph concerned that the lists had to be supplied 
to the Reparation Commission. Germany might claim, it was true, that if 
those lists did not arrive to the Reparation Commission until a date later 
than the 31st December 1919, its own situation was modified adversely. 
Personally he considered that the Reparation Commission need not consult 
Germany at all in order to extend the period provided for in para. 3, and 
that the question was entirely a matter for the Allied Powers. They might 
however, take advantage of the negotiations actually going on with the 
Germans regarding the signing of the Protocol to ask from them a decla- 
ration that they would not raise objection to the change from the period 
provided for in para. 3. That way of looking at it had the advantage of 
cutting short all later discussion. They had then alternative solutions: it 
was for the Council to decide between them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that they might combine the two solutions. 
On the one hand they might themselves decide to prolong the period ex- 
piring on the 31st December and, on the other, communicate that decision to 
M. von Lersner. He thought they need not anticipate difficulty on that point. 

M. DE Martino pointed out the Treaty of St. Germain contained the 
stipulation identical with that of which M. Loucheur had just spoken. The 
last date — 31st December 1919 — appeared there also. It would be necessary 
therefore to extend to the Treaty of St. Germain the same resolution that 
they were going to introduce in the Treaty of Versailles. 

It was decided : 

(1) that the final date — 31st December, 1919 — provided for in line 2, para. 

3 of Appendix IV of Part YIII of the Treaty of Versailles for the 
Allied and Associated Powers to deposit with the Reparation Com- 
mission the lists dealing with the articles mentioned in para. 2 (b) of 
the aforesaid Appendix shall not in law prevent the Allied and 
Associated Powers from presenting those lists at a later date. 

(2) that a communication shall he made to M. von Lersner to inform him 

of the decision taken by the Council. 

(3) that the decision appearing in the 1st paragraph of the present resolu- 

tion shall apply equally to the final date — 31st December, 1919 — 
provided for in section 2 of para. 3, Appendix IV, of Part VUI of 
the Treaty of St. Germain. 

(4) That ^ communication shall he made to the Austrian Delegation 

informing it of this decision taken by the Council (para. 3 of the 
present resolution). 

(Mr. Wallace will refer this resolution to Washington for the instruc- 
tions of his Government.) 

4. M. Laroche said that they had just received a telegram addressed to 
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M. Clemeiiceau from their Ambassador at Washington from which it 
Convocation of the first appeared that the President of the U.S.A. was ready to 
meeting of the Council of coiivoke the Council of the League of Nations on the first 
the League of ions qj. second day after that of the coming into force of the 
Treaty. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it had also been decided that preparatory 
measures should be taken by the French Minister of Foreign Affairs to 
acquaint the Governments concerned unofficially of the date arranged for 
the first convocation of the Council of the League of Nations in order that no 
delay should occur. 

M. DE Martino thought that they must also come to an understanding as 
to the agenda. Certain questions were of supreme interest for 'Italy, that 
especially of reciprocal emigration in the Balkan Peninsula. It would be well 
that that question be placed on the agenda as the Council of the League of 
Nations had to nominate a commission for dealing with the application of the 
convention arrived at upon that subject. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recalled that the agenda of the first meeting of the Council 
of the League of Nations included only two questions, that of the Sarre and 
that of the confirmation of Powers of the existing secretariat of the League of 
Nations. He would also remind the Council that his Government had agreed 
upon the first meeting being held in Paris on the explicit condition that the 
agenda be limited to those questions. ^ 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the Council wished that President Wilson 
fix the meeting for the day after that of the coming into force of the Treaty 
or for the day following that. He would like to be able to give Washington 
a definite indication on that point. 

M. Gambon thought it would be necessary to examine that question anew 
in the presence of M. Clemenceau. 

M, DE Martino suggested that it would be well for them to ask whether 
it was really necessary to limit the agenda of the first meeting so strictly. 

M. Mantoux explained that the Secretariat of the League of Nations had 
examined the question of the time of its convocation. If the existing agenda 
were maintained there would be no objection to the first meeting being held 
on the first or second day after the Treaty’s coming into force. But if the 
agenda were to be extended, it would become necessary to consider a more 
distant date. 

M. Laroche explained that in submitting M. Jusserand’s telegram to the 
Council, they had not intended to open a debate the more especially as 
M. Clemenceau did not yet know of the telegram. 

M. Gambon believed that it would indeed be necessary to resume the 
discussion of that question at a later date — (further discussion' was, therefore, 
postponed). 

5. M. Fromageot explained the conditions under which this question had 
been referred for examination to the Drafting Committee and the Naval 
2 Cf. No. 3, minute 6, and No. 14, minute 2. 
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experts; and he commented upon the Drafting Committee’s note which 
Conditions of surrender 0/ appears as Appendix A. 

the ships demanded from M. Leygues read a note drafted by the Naval Experts 

Germany of the French Delegation. (Appendix B.) 

He added that he did not wish to insist upon the arguments he had already 
presented on this question, but the affair had been examined in all its details 
and might be considered as fully elucidated. He would however remark that 
in Article 185 of the Treaty of Versailles there was no question of the de- 
struction of the material of the vessels which were to be handed over. It was 
wrong in that connection to invoke Article 192 as the protocol referred exclu- 
sively to Article 185 and to that alone. He had not any intention to read into 
the text of the Treaty a sense contrary to what it really signified. He adhered 
strictly to the letter of Article 185 in which there was no mention of destruc- 
tion. If Article 192 could be quoted against his reading, it ought to have been 
mentioned in the protocol. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this was the third time the same question had 
come before the Council. Always the same arguments were invoked and the 
same conclusions drawn. He had found nothing really new in M, Froma- 
geot’s exposition and in the remarks of M. Leygues. He himself adhered to 
his opinion namely that the text of the Treaty was explicit. The Council 
was committed to the tftcts that it had signed. It was easy to see that the 
Chairman of the Drafting Committee himself believed that the meaning of 
the Treaty was unambiguous. He believed that every impartial reader of the 
Treaty must conclude that they were obliged to carry out destruction of the 
material of the ships alluded to in the Treaty. He had no doubt that by 
recourse to subtle and ingenious argument they could manage to read into 
the texts under discussion a sense contrary to that they signified. His naval 
and legal experts, thought, as he did himself, that there could be no possible 
doubt about the interpretation of the Articles in question. They were bound 
by Article 192. It was perfectly true, as the Minister of Marine had said, 
that the protocol referred explicitly only to Article 185. That Article did not 
speak of the destruction of material, but it did say clearly that the ships must 
be handed over disarmed. Now M. Leygues was asking precisely that their 
armament be left on them, a demand which was exactly contrary to the text 
of Article 185. 

He considered that a very clear distinction had to be made between the 
ships, the surrender of which was required under the Treaty and those alluded 
to in the Protocol. The fate of the former could be altered only by a modi- 
fication made in the Treaty which would require not only the approval of 
all the Allied Powers but also, as he believed, Germany’s. The first time that 
that question 'had been raised, it had been decided on M, Clemenceau’s 
suggestion tluit they must adhere strictly to the Treaty. He himself saw that 
the gravest inconvenience must result from any change from that point of 
view^ So far as concerned the ships whose surrender was required by the 
Protocol, the question presented itself differently. He thought that it would 
be comparatively easy to obtain the German Delegation’s approval upon 
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that point. For indeed, their demand was reasonable, it imposed no new 
burden on the Germans, and it was easy to combine that demand with the 
concessions which on the other points raised in the protocol they had already 
decided to make to the Germans. Under the circumstances, he thought that 
they need not expect to meet great difficulties from the Germans. If, never- 
theless, difficulties did occur, they had still another card to play. The Ger- 
mans had some time before asked permission to retain, in addition to the 
number of sailors provided for in the Treaty, supplementary crews to man 
their service of minesweepers. The Council had decided to accede to that 
request without, however, having acquainted the Germans. ^ The moment 
seemed to him therefore to have arrived for availing themselves of that con- 
cession. If the Germans were to create difficulty on the question of the 
armament of the cruisers, they could tell them that they refused their demand 
for additional crews for mine-sweepers. It was greatly to the interest of the 
Germans that their own request be granted, and they had, on the other hand, 
no interest whatever in refusing the Allied request. He thought that in those 
circumstances, there was no doubt about the reply they would make. By 
addressing the Germans frankly they would be following a straight and 
honest path and he did not doubt that that would lead them to the goal they 
had in view. 

M. DE Martino said that in agreement with the opinion of Admiral 
Grass! he supported the views expounded by M. Leygues. 

M. Matsui recognized the inconvenience to France and Italy of having 
the German vessels handed over stripped of their munitions and armament. 
Nevertheless, after having himself personally examined the question, he 
found it difficult to adopt the legal interpretation proposed by M. Leygues, 
and he thought with Sir Eyre Crowe that they were bound by the text of the 
Treaty, which seemed explicit. 

M. Gambon believed that the proposition formulated by Sir Eyre Crowe 
offered many advantages and that upon it they could arrive at general agree- 
ment. He would ask M. Leygues if he would consent to fall into agreement 
with that. 

M. Leygues could not help still thinking that the point of view which he 
had explained was in agreement with legal truth, but he did not wish to 
prolong the discussion indefinitely, and was quite ready to support the British 
proposal if that were certain to be the practical means of reaching the desired 
end. He continued to believe, however, that very possibly the German reply 
would be a refusal; what he was anxious for was to obtain guarantees that the 
negotiations would succeed. 

M. Gambon suggested that if they proposed to make concessions to the 
Germans in exchange for the one they had asked, there was a great chance of 
succeeding. It was the old method of ‘do ut des’ which was the A.B.G. of 
diplomacy. They might well, while reserving the question of principle, get 
the Secretary General to make an unofficial advance to the Germans in the 
manner suggested by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

3 See No. 35, note I. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that it would be all the easier for the Secretary 
General of the Conference to broach the question with M. von Lersner in 
that the latter had said that Germany would probably make no difficulty 
about the surrender of the five light cruisers demanded by the protocol. 

M. Leygues said that he supported Sir Eyre Crowe’s proposal if it were 
understood that the question of principle regarding the interpretation of 
Articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Versailles remained intact and was not 
decided in one sense or another by the Supreme Council. It might be raised 
again in the event of the unofficial pourparlers with the Germans not arriving 
at a solution satisfactory to the French and Italian natives [navies]. 

It was decided: 

1. That, without prejudice to the general question of the interpretation of 

Article 185 and 192 of the Treaty of Versailles, M. Dutasta should 
negotiate unofficially with M, von Lensner with a view to obtaining 
agreement that the five light cruisers to be surrendered under the 
protocol should be handed over with their munitions and armament 
complete. 

2. That M. Dutasta be authorized, should he consider it absolutely 

necessary, to let von Lersner know that if that request were admitted 
by the German Government, the Allied and Associated Powers were 
disposed in exchange to authorize Germany to retain in addition to 
the total number of seamen provided for by the Treaty, a certain 
number of crews for her mine-sweeper service. 

3. That in the event of the pourparlers undertaken by M. Dutasta not 

arriving at a satisfactory result, the whole question would come 
before the Council again. 

4. That the present resolution annul the resolutions upon the same subject 

agreed upon at the meetings of the 18th and 20th December.^ 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for the instruc- 
tions of his Government.) 

6. The Council had before it a Note by Marshal Foch dated 25th December 
(Appendix G). 

The proposed Mission Marshal Foch told the Council that General Niessel, 
^ Council to the Baltic Provinces 

to ensure the evacuation of those provinces by the 
German troops, had step by step fulfilled his Mission. Meanwhile the fkte of 
the army of General Yudenitch who had been thrown back upon the Estho- 
nian territory was becoming tragic on account of the difficulties which had 
cropped up between General Yudenitch and the Estlionian Government. 
In a note of the 28th November, s he had asked the Supreme Council whether 
it were not expedient to adopt in Esthonia a policy analogous to that which 
had produced such excellent results in Gourland. It was a matter of re- 
establishing good relations between the Esthonians and Yudenitch’s troops 
in order to set up in those regions which were most particularly threatened 
See No. 42, minute 6, and No. 43, minute 3. 

5 See No, 33, minute 3 and appendix E. 
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by the stress of revolution, a barrier against the Bolshevist forces. On the 
1st December the Council had replied to his communication that the Mission 
entrusted to General Niessei was purely military and that there could, there- 
fore, be no question of giving it a political nature.^ 

Since the date of that reply of the Supreme Council the question of Gour- 
land had been settled to their entire satisfaction. He had proposed anew in 
a Note of 14th December® that General Niessei should be sent to Reval to try 
and establish an understanding between the Esthonian Government and 
General Yudenitch. The question was all the more pressing since the army 
of Yudenitch was daily going more and more quickly to pieces. The moment 
for action seemed favourable seeing that the negotiations between the 
Esthonian Government and the Soviets had just been broken off as a result of 
the extravagant claims of the Bolsheviks.^ The hour seemed to have come 
for taking steps if the Council were to remain faithful to the policy it [? that] 
had been already formulated, that, namely, which consisted in establishing in 
the Baltic Provinces a barrier against the Bolsheviks. In order to realize that 
policy, it was important to constitute a group in which the Lithuanians and 
the Letts would take part, as well as the Esthonians whose situation was more 
particularly threatened. General Niessei, having completed his mission, was 
on his way back. He had telegraphed to the General to await new instruc- 
tions at Berlin; it appeared to him that General Niessei was indicated as the 
agent of the policy he had just defined. In his opinion it was essential to send 
to the spot representatives of the powers who could arrest the steady decom- 
position of the Yudenitch Army and make some use of the debris. It was 
urgent to come to a decision on the matter because of the disquieting situa- 
tion in Esthonia, and also in order to take advantage of General Niessel’s 
stay in Berlin, as he could easily be sent from Germany into Esthonia. 

Mr. Wallace said that he would transmit Marshal Foch’s proposals to his 
Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that on that question he did not have full powers 
and must ask for instructions from his Government. The Russian question 
was indeed a very delicate one. 

M. DE Martino stated that he also would consult his Government. 

M. Matsui said that he would do likewise. 

M. Gambon said that he would do likewise. 

M. Gambon summed up saying that Marshal Foch had rightly shown how 
urgent it was to come to a decision. He hoped that the Governments con- 
sulted would let their answers be known by telegram and as soon as possible. 

Marshal Foch said that if they were not empowered to take active steps 
at once in Esthonia, it was nevertheless necessary to have gn the spot an 
intelligence agent, and General Niessei was obviously fitted to fulfil that role. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that he could not agree to the proposal even 
in that form without first having instructions. They had, for that matter, 
British agents in Esthonia. 

6 See No. 42, appendix A. 

7 For these negotiations df. Vol. Ill of this series. 
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M. Gambon insisted that under those circumstances the answers of the 
several Governments ought to be obtained quickly. 

Marshal Foch said that he intended telegraphing to General Niessel to 
return to Paris, wh[?ere] he could be sent into the Baltic Provinces if the 
Council were to decide later that that were necessary. He felt that he ought 
to draw the Council’s attention to the particularly happy way that General 
Niessel had acquitted himself in the Mission it had entrusted to him. He 
thought that the Conference might like to express to him its satisfaction. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he wished to support what the Marshal had just 
said; he did it all the more gladly since the task entrusted to General Niessel 
had been particularly delicate and since many of them at the moment of the 
General’s departure had believed his Mission doomed to failure. 

M. DE Martino associated himself heartily with the words of Marshal Foch 
and Sir Eyre Crowe. 

It was decided : 

To entrust the Secretary General of the Conference to communicate 
[sic] to General Niessel the following resolution of the Supreme Council : 

‘The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers expresses to 
General Niessel its complete satisfaction with the remarkable way in 
which he acquitted himself in the particularly difficult and delicate Mission 
which was entrusted to him in the Baltic Provinces as well as with the 
entirely successful results which he obtained.’ 

7. M. Fromageot commented upon a Note of the Drafting Committee on 
that question (Appendix D), 

Ue rank of German Gambon Stated that as concerned the question 

jJeJrd Countries raised by the special situation of the German Minister 
at Caracas, he thought that they would all agree in con- 
sidering that that diplomat ought not to be recognized by their diplomatic 
agents until he had offered new letters of credence. It would be well to ask 
the Allied representatives to take the matter up with the Government of 
Venezuela. They could telegraph to their representatives asking them to 
take united action with the Government of Caracas. 

M. Laroche suggested that they should send a telegram saying that the 
Supreme Council had examined the question raised by the irregular situation 
of the German Minister at Caracas and instructing their representatives to 
abstain, so long as that situation remained unchanged, from taking part in 
any meeting of the diplomatic corps at which the German Minister was 
present. Other Delegations ought to ensure that similar instructions be sent 
to Caracas at the earliest possible moment. There was no time to lose; it was 
already the 29^1 December, and it was desirable that those instructions arrive 
before the diplomatic reception on the ist January. 

M. Gambon said that upon the second point which the Drafting Committee 
had examined he agreed entirely with the opinion that it had expressed. 
However disagreeable it might be for them to see a German representative 
occupy the rank of Doyen of the Diplomatic Corps, they could not well go 
against the rule established by international custom. 
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M. DE Martino said that that was also his opinion. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that he too was in agreement with the President. 

It was decided: 

1. That each Delegation, ask its Government to send instructions to 

its representative at Caracas instructing him to point out to the 
Venezuelan Government the irregular situation of the German Minis- 
ter at Caracas, inasmuch as his letters of credence were granted by 
the old Imperial Government, and instructing the representatives to 
abstain, so long as the German Minister had not received new and 
regular letters of credence, from taking part in any meeting of the 
Diplomatic Corps at w’hich the German Minister was present. 

2. To raise no obj ection to the rank already reached by German Diplomatic 

Agents in neutral countries. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the above resolution [to] Washington for in- 
structions of his Government. 

The meeting was adjourned. 

Appendix A to No. 47 

Note from the Drafting Committee relative to the conditions covering the delivery of 
German ships 

THE AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 68 

December 31, rp/p. 

It is evident primarily that Germany, aside from the material left to her, must 
deliver all material whether it belongs or not to the cruisers to be handed over ; that 
is, whether it belongs to cruisers to be delivered in execution of the Treaty as [? or] 
those to be delivered in execution of the Protocol. 

The question arises as to whether, after the delivery of the material, Germany is 
justified in demanding its destruction. 

According to certain members of the Committee, any demands on the part of 
Germany would in this case be without foundation for the following reasons : 

1. In the first place, it may be argued that upon complete delivery of the 
material, Article 192 becomes annulled as far as Germany is concerned, and its 
destruction is a measure which concerns the Principal Powers exclusively and is 
no affair of Germany’s. On this basis, a German [? demand] would be inad- 
missible. 

2. Even admitting that Article 192 intended to establish Germany’s right to 
demand destruction, it could be held that Article 185, i- — by stipulating that this 
or that ship is to be ‘delivered’, provides for the delivery of the ships and all their 
armament, that is, their mateiial. Article 183 [.ric], 2' — by stipulating that these 
ships are to be in a state of disarmament does not impose any restriction in the 
obligation to deliver but only indicates in what condition the sh.ips should be 
delivered, and does not imply any reduction in the armament or material to be 
delivered. 

If it were otherwise, it would be difficult to see why, referring to the ships now 
interned in neutral ports, Article 184 should provide for their delivery inclusive of 
material. The solution to the question should be the same for both cases. Conse- 
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quently, the material referred to here does not come under the provision for de- 
struction as provided in Article 192, and any claims made by Germany under this 
head would be unjustified. 

Certain members of the Committee, on the contrary, believe that the texts of 
the Treaty and the Protocol (which refers to the Treaty) the arguments [sir] above 
referred to would not be sufficiently strong to reply successfully to an objection on 
the part of Germany. On the other hand, concerning the five cruisers to be de- 
livered in execution of the Protocol, the difficulty could be solved by means of an 
interpretative note of the said Protocol. 

For the Drafting Committee. 

Henri Fromageot. 

December 27, 1919. 


Appendix B to No. 47 

Note as to the Material taken from German Warships 

PARIS, December sg, igig. 

It appears from the exchange of opinions which took place before the Council 
as well as from the Drafting Committee’s note of December 27th, that: 

(1) It is possible to consider as not being part of the material referred to in 
Article. 192 of the Treaty, which was to be broken up, the material disembarked 
from ships the delivery of which is prescribed by the Treaty of Peace as well as by 
the Protocol of November ist. 

(2) This is possible without changing the texts and without asking the Germans, 
in advance, whether they consent to this material not being destroyed, 

(3) As any written or oral request on the part of the Allies would certainly meet 
wth a refusal, on the part of the Germans, it is better to refrain from taking any 
steps in this direction. 

These considerations would allow each of the five Great Powers to bring to their 
ports the material and the munitions of the ships attributed to them. In view of 
the fact that the preceding propositions refer only to the light cruisers and de- 
stroyers which were not to be broken up, it is proposed that the resolutions of 
December 18th and 20^^^ be modified as follows: 

‘The Interallied Naval Mission of Control will take the necessary measures 

to ensure that the material belonging to the light cruisers and destroyers which 

were not to be broken up, be delivered in full and not destroyed.’ 

Appendix G to No. 47 
{Translation) 

GENERAL ALLIED HEADQUARTERS, 

Dec. 25, igig. 

COMMANDER-IN-pHIEF OF THE AlLIED ArMIES. 

General Staff, i Section. 

From: Marshal Foch, To: M. Glemenceau. 

After the interview I had with you on Dec. 24 , 1 received a telegram informing 
me that General Niessel has probably left Riga on Dec. 22, for Berlin.® 

8 The text of this telegram (not printed), dated from Stockholm on December 22, igig, 
was annexed to the original of this appendix. 
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Consequently, I am sending to General Niessel in Bei'lin, a confirmation of the 
telegram which I sent him on the 23rd to Riga, to oi’der him to limit his interven- 
tion concerning the reparations claimed from the German Government, by the 
Lithuanian and Lettish Governments. 

Moreover, I invite him to wait in Berlin, instead of in Riga, for any ulterior 
instructions which might eventually order him to Reval, in case the Supreme 
Council should deem it necessary to entrust him with negotiations with the Estho- 
nian Government, for the settlement of the question of the Youdenitch Army. 

Appendix D to No. 47 

Mote from Drafting Committee to Supreme Council relative [/<?] German Diplomatic 
Representatives in Neutral Countries 

AIVIERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS, 
ESH BULLETIN NO. 50. 

December 24^ 1919- 

The Supreme Council decided, July 25, 1919, to invite Germany to ‘furnish new 
credentials to those of her diplomatic agents, accredited abroad by the former 
Imperial Government, at present in function’.^ 

1. The Minister of France at Caracas advises that the German Minister to Vene- 
zuela is an agent accredited by the former Imperial Government (in whose favour 
he is continuing his propaganda) and he has never presented any credentials from 
the new German Government. 

Regarding this point, it is evident that the German Minister, representing a 
fallen sovereign, cannot legally be considered the German representative to 
Venezuela. An observation to the effect to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 
Venezuela would legally be justified. 

2. The question has arisen as to whether German diplomatic agents, accredited by 
the former Imperial Government but having presented credentials from the new 
government, can take advantage of the seniority acquired by means of their former 
credentials. This point is of interest in the recognition of the Dean of the Diplo- 
matic Corps. 

Hitherto, according to diplomatic rules and practices, new credentials, of the 
same rank, have been recognized as not modifying the seniority acquired by the 
priority of the first reception. 

The instructions of the Secretary of State of the United States of May 27, 1886 
(IV, Moore’s Digest, p. 734) are to this effect, and authors on the subject express 
the same opinion. 

After the Russian Revolution, new credentials were presented by the Russian 
Ambassador in Paris who still holds the rank acquired in seniority. 

The thesis that Germany of today is different from the former Russian Empire, 
would be dangerous, owing to the consequences that could be deducted [rir] from it. 

Under those conditions, the Drafting Committee is unanimoudy of the opinion 
that a protest from the Allied and Associated Powers regarding the rank, acquired 
by seniority, of German diplomatic agents, in neutral capitals, would not be 
opportune. 

For the Drafting Committee 
Henri Fromageot, 

9 See Vol, I, No. 17, minute 17 and appendix M. 

629 



No. 48 


H. D. II 9,] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai dHrsay, Paris, Tuesday, 
December go, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. 

Arnavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: British Empire: Captain Lothian Small. France: M. 

Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

British Empire: Gapt. Fuller, R.N., Gdt. [iir] Macnamara, R.N., 
Mr. Malkin. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, Marshal Foch, Gen. Weygand, 
Gen. Le Rond, M. Laroche, M. Serruys, M. Fromageot, Gapt. Roper. 
Italy: Gen. Cavallero, G. Adi. Grassi, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 


I. M.- Dutasta told the Council that in company with M. Loucheur he had 
had a visit on the previous day from M. von Lersner. 
(^nversahon of sgth From statements made to him by the President of the 
M.DumTandM. von Delegation it appeared that the Germans were 

Lersner ready to sign the protocol as it stood; the signature 

would coincide with the exchange of ratifications. Those 
instruments once signed, the Supreme Council would submit to M. von 
Lersner a letter declaring the undertaking given by the German Delegation 
to surrender without delay 192,000 tons of docks, and agreeing, for the sur- 
render of the remainder, to a period of from two to three years. M. von 
Lersner had tried to bargain about the handing over the five cruisers re- 
quired by the protocol. Confronted by the categorical statements made by 
M. Loucheur and himself on the utter impossibility for the Allies of allowing 
any discussion of that subject, the President of the German Delegation had 
not insisted. He had, on the other hand, asked for certain precision[s] on the 
method of calculating the tonnage still to be surrendered. On that point, 
a certain ambiguity seemed to remain in his mind, and then M. Loucheur 
took part in the discussion in order to remove it. 

M. Loucheur explained that in M. von Lersner’s telegram to his Govern- 
ment, the text of which he had communicated to M. Dutasta and himself, 
he had said in effect that if it were shown that there actually existed at 
Hamburg and at Dantzig a deficit of 180,000 tons as compared with the 
figure appearing on the lists of the Allied experts, the Allied demands would 
be reduced by that amount of tonnage. Such a formula might well have been 
a source of misunderstanding. As a matter of fact, while it was possible that 
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Allied experts were mistaken to the extent of 130,000 tons, they had on the 
other hand established in conformity with the figures submitted by the 
German Delegates the existence of 80,000 tons about which, apart from those 
figures, they had been ignorant. He had thought it well, therefore, to make 
clear the position taken by the Allies; the demand for 400,000 tons by the 
Allies had been based upon an inventory established by them according to 
which Germany possessed on the ist November a total tonnage of x tons. 
Then German experts had furnished a statement which are [sic] still to be 
verified and which represented a lower figure — -y tons. From the 400,000 tons 
claimed by the Allies they would deduct the difference x~j> or more exactly 
the difference really established after verification. 

M. Dutasta stated that as a result of their conversation they had drafted 
a letter which after the exchange of signatures would be addressed to the 
President of the German Delegation and of which he would of course have 
previous acquaintance. The draft was as follows. (M. Dutasta then read 
the draft letter which appears as Appendix A.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe saw some disadvantage in saying that there would be 
granted to the German Government for the surrender of the required tonnage 
a period of from two to three years ; it would be better he thought to be a 
little more precise. 

M. Loucheur agreed and said that the text he proposed was as follows : 

There will be granted to the German Government for the delivery of 

the sum total tonnage a period not to exceed two years. 

Sir Eyre Crowe accepted that text and suggested that it would be well 
not to leave the task of determining the tonnage to be surrendered to the 
Reparation Commission alone; would it not be well to specify that the Naval 
experts should be heard? 

M. Loucheur thought indeed that the matter could be decided between 
these (and on the following day the Reparation Commission would be 
notified). But there would be no advantage whatever in stating that speci- 
fically in the letter to be addressed to M. von Lersner. 

Sir Eyre Crowe concluded that the conversation just reported to the 
Council had had a result even more favourable than they had hoped for. 

It was decided : 

(1) That after the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles and 

the signing by the Representatives of the German Government of 
the protocol of the 1st November, the President of the Peace Con- 
ference shall address to the President of the German Delegation in 
the name of the AUied and Associated Powers the letter the draft of 
which appears in Appendix A 

(2) That the Reparation Commission in fixing the tonnage of floating 

docks &c. to be handed over by the German Government as repara- 
tion for the Scapa Flow incident, and in fixing also the 192,000 tons 

Not printed. This draft was the same as that in. appendix A apart from certain modifi- 
cations of form and the alteration of the last paragraph in accordance with M. Loucheur’s 
proposal. (The draft was subsequently revised further: see No. 51, appendix A.) 
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of wMch the German Government proposed delivery, shall take the 
opinion of the Naval Experts of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instructions 
from his Government.) 

2. The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation on the juris- 

diction of the Inter-Allied Rhineland Commission within 
The Junsduhon of the occupied by American troops. (Appendix G.) 

Inter-Alhed Rhineland ^ j i 

High Commission Eyre Crowe read and commented upon the 

British Note. 

M. Glemengeau thought it quite impossible that the territories occupied by 
American troops should be without the jurisdiction of the High Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered it probable that the American command 
would accept an arrangement by which it recognized the jurisdiction of the 
Commission, it being understood that America would have an unofficial 
place on that body. 

M. Glemengeau said that in fact there were only two possible hypotheses : 
either the American troops were on the Rhine as a conquering army or they 
were there as a result of an Inter- Allied agreement and because America had 
its place in the concert of the Allies. It was obviously the second hypothesis 
which was the true one. 

Marshal Fogh said that a question of principle dominated the whole 
situation. So long as the armistice regime lasted, the whole of the territories 
on the left bank of the Rhine were placed under common jurisdiction. The 
day the peace treaty came into force and on which therefore the armistice 
regime ended that common jurisdiction disappeared, but that was only in 
order to give place to another jurisdiction which extended equally over the 
territories of the left bank. 

M. Glemengeau thought that they ought to come to a decision. If their 
decision gave rise to objection on the part of the American Government, that 
Government would communicate their decision. 

It was decided : 

That on the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace with Germany the 
jurisdiction of the Inter- Allied Rhineland High Commission will extend 
over all the territories on the left bank including those at present occupied 
by the American troops. 

(Mr. Wallace will refer this decision to Washington for instructions 
from his Government). 

3. General Weygand told the Council that on a previous day he had had 

. . . ** , a long meeting with the German Delegates in order to 

PlebtdtfAreTs^ ^ ^ arrange the conditions of the transport of Allied troops 
in the territories submitted to plebiscite. At a previous 
meeting, the Council had indicated to him on what points concessions were 
possible and upon what others he ought; to make none. On the matter of the 
number of trains that should be run each day he had, conforming to the 
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GounciFs instructions^ demanded six. The German Delegates had declared 
that in principle they were willing to grant that number; they required, 
however, approval from Berlin. On the matter of transport in Western 
Prussia, the German Delegation had likewise declared itself ready to examine 
their demands and he thought that it would agree to them. It had neverthe- 
less pointed out that from the 12th day and as a result of special arrangements 
come to between Germany and Poland, the Poles would have taken possession 
of Western Prussia. The German Delegation considered therefore that the 
Polish Government ought to take its share in supplying the transports and 
stores necessary. There was obviously a complication since it would be 
necessaiy to appeal to the Polish experts, but that was a difficulty in detail 
which they could easily overcome. In the third place, Germany agrefed] 
to supply the passenger carriages necessary for the transport under the reserve 
that the Allies furnish part of the remainder of the material; they had come 
to an agreement about that condition. The German Delegation however had 
asked it to be recorded on the proces-verbal that they formulated reserva- 
tions on the possibility of Germany’s furnishing the number of carriages de- 
manded. There remained the question of the payment for the transport. 
On that point, he had not received a sufficiently satisfactory result, and the 
German Delegates had appeared to be decided not to yield ; they alleged that 
a law of the Empire stipulated that in time of peace the military tariff could 
be applied only to the transport of German troops; a new law would there- 
fore be necessary. He had replied that they had only to pass such a law. The 
Germans refused to say [? pay] anything whatever on the transport of troops 
going to Dantzig and Memel, territories purely and simply taken away from 
them. As for plebiscite areas they were ready to advance the cost of transport 
if the plebiscite were favourable to Germany; the question would be by that 
very fact decided ; if not, the administration of the German railways would 
demand from the beneficiary states repayment at full tariff of the cost of 
transport. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether they could calculate approximately the 
difference between those two tariffs. 

General Weygand gave the information that the proportion was as 
4 or 5 to I . On that point he required definite instructions from the Council. 
Should he adhere to his position or leave the matter over in favour of the 
Reparation Commission? 

Sir Eyre Crowe doubted whether the Reparation Commission was com- 
petent; further the question affected rather Poland and Denmark. 

General Weygand agreed ; it was obvious (and that was what annoyed 
him) that they were playing with the finances of Denmark and Poland. 

Marshal Foch considered that they might lay it down as a principle that 
Allied troops would be transported on the same terms as German troops since 
they were crossing Germany after agreement with the German Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe believed that the Marshal was right. No bargaining 
was possible on that point. 

General Weygand considered that in those circumstances he would 
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maintain liis original demands, avoiding naturally anything which might 
embitter the discussion; he would give an account of the results obtained. 

In the course of the discussion with the President of the German Delegation, 
Counsellor of Embassy Goppert had asked what were the exact numbers of 
troops to be sent into the Plebiscite areas. He had said (and that indeed had 
determined the reply) that M. Bertlielot in the previous conversation had not 
felt that he ought to give that information. The General had therefore not 
satisfied his curiosity. Ought he to do it? 

Sir Eyre Growe asked whether the General himself saw any objection to 
doing so. 

Marshal Fogh felt it all the easier to give the information since the 
Germans knew the number of trains required of them, and consequently they 
would not find it difficult to calculate the numbers of the occupying troops. 

General Weygand concluded that M. Goppert had raised finally a 
question of principle on the subject of the occupation of the territories of 
Allenstein ; he had emphasized that the Treaty had not provided for sending 
Allied contingents into that zone and added that the German Government 
was in a position to assure the maintenance of order ; his would [sic] not object, 
however, to a Government force of one battalion being sent there to ensure 
the safety of the Allied Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked how many battalions they had anticipated sending 
for the occupation of Allenstein. 

General Weygand answered that four battalions had been intended. 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that it was hardly permissible to allow the German 
Government to maintain troops in an area subject to plebiscite, and thought 
that the Council should adhere to its previous decisions. 

General Weygand stated that he was of the same opinion. 

It was decided ; 

(1) that, in his negotiations with the German technical experts, the Field- 

Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the AlHed Armies, shall maintain 
his demand that the transport of Allied troops to plebiscite areas, as 
also to Dantzig and Memel, be on the conditions laid down in the 
German military tariff ; 

(2) that the Field-Marshal, Commander-in-Chief of the AUied Armies, is 

authorized to make known to the German delegates, the number of 
troops provided for the occupation of plebiscite areas ; 

(3) that he wU notify those delegates the decision of the Allied and 

Associated Powers to have the AUenstein territory occupied by 
interallied contingents. 

4. M. Clem:i|Ngeau made the proposal to the Council to fix then the date 
of the coming into force of the Treaty; for his part, he 

Mecf^cmms.into thought of the 7th or 8th of January. 

force of the Treaty of r , / . , 

Versailles GENERAL Weygand remarked that, in any case, the 

transports would commence only on the 13th. 

Sir Eyre Growe asked whether the President had in mind sending an 
ultimatum to Germany about. the date. 
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M. Glemenceau replied that he had not. M. Dutasta could propose to 
M. von Lersner the 8th of January for the exchange of ratifications ; that 
having been agreed to, he would tell the German Delegation, officially, the 
date chosen. 

Sm Eyre Crow^e said that in those circumstances the earlier date should 
be chosen; they might as well decide on the 7th as on the 8th. 

M. DE Martino was of that opinion and said that it was understood that 
the treaty came into force on the day of the deposit of ratifications. 

M, Glemenceau agreed and said that there was no objection to the date 
of the 5th being decided upon. If that was too early the 7th might be 
selected. 

It was decided that the Secretary General of the Peace Conference 
should inquire of the President of the German Delegation whether he was 
prepared to sign the Minutes of the deposition of ratifications on the 5th 
of January. 

In case that date were too early the depositions of ratifications would 
take place on the 7th, or, at the latest, on the 8th of January. 

At this point M. Glemenceau retired and M. Gambon took the chair. 

5. Sir Eyre Crowe said that this question had been adjourned on the pre- 
vious day owing to the absence of the President. As 
Summoning of the first Monsieur Glemenceau had just left it seemed to him again 
^fM^iom difficult to discuss it then. Nevertheless he wished to state 

that he had inquired of his Government regarding the 
agenda of the first meeting of the Council. The opinion in London was that 
only the nomination of the Delimitation Commission of the Saar should 
appear on the agenda but perhaps the views of his Government had since 
changed in view of the imminent visit of British Cabinet Ministers to 
Paris. 

M. Berthelot believed that Sir Eric Drummond^ would prefer that the 
first meeting of the Council should not take place on the day after the entry 
into force of the Treaty. Sir Eric Drummond in fact wished to give this 
meeting a solemn character and desired that the Council should not meet 
until eight or ten days after the entr)’- into force of the Treaty so that he 
might make due preparation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether such delay would be in any way incon- 
venient. 

M. Berthelot replied that this delay would not be inconvenient if the 
only item on the agenda were to be the Delimitation Commission of the Saar 
though he regretted that it was not possible to nominate immediately the 
Government Commission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that, in any case, if the Treaty were to come 
into force on the 5th of January no time was to be lost and this question would 
have to be settled on the following day. 

2 Secretary General designate of the League of Nations. 
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6. The Council had before it a Note of the German Delegation dated 
October i6, 1919, (Annex [Appendix] D) and a note of the 
Schkswi ^^^^^ Drafting Committee dated December 24, 1919 (Annex D ).3 
M. Berthelot commented on the note of the German 
Delegation and on that of the Drafting Committee, He added that the 
Drafting Committee were unanimous in their opinion that the interpretation 
given to Article 109 of the Treaty of Peace by the Belgian General com- 
manding the Fourth Zone, General Michel, was erroneous. 

Sir Eyre Crowe concurred in the opinion of the Drafting Committee, 
and thought that it should be communicated to the military authorities 
concerned. 

M. Gambon said that the necessary instructions would be given. 

It was decided that the Allied Authorities of the Territories of the left 
hank of the Rhine shotdd be informed that persons born in Schleswig and 
domiciled outside the zone of the plebiscite could, according to the Treaty, 
claim a right to vote. 

Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instructions 

from his Government. 


7. The Council had before it draft instructions for dispatch to General 

Instructions to the Mastermami, President of the Interallied Aeronautical 

President of the Inter- Commission of Control at Berlin, dated December 24, 

allied Aeronautical Com- 1919. (Appendix E.+) 

rmsion of Control in After a short discussion it was decided to approve the 

draft instructions to be sent to the President of the 
Interallied Aeronautical Commission of Control in Berlin. (Appendix F.) 

8. The Council had before it a letter of the Serbo-Groat-SIovene Delegation 

Modification in the to the President of the Peace Conference dated Decem- 
Economic Clauses of the ber 12, 1919 (Annex [Appendix] G) and of [i-2V] a letter of 
Treaty with Hungary the Secretary General of the Economic Commission to 

requested by the Serbo- the Secretary General of the Peace Conference dated 

Croat-Slovene Delega- December 24, 1919. (Annex [Appendix] H.) 

M. Serruys read out and commented on the note of 
the Economic Commission. He added that since the note of December 27 
now before the Council had been drafted, the Italian Delegation had with- 
drawn its adhesion to the conclusions in this note and had brought forward 

3 In error for annex E, not printed. The French text of this note (which was as indicated 
by M. Berthelot), and of appendix D and the decision of the Supreme Council in the matter, 
is printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit., pp. 332-3. 

4 In error for appendix F, not printed. This appendix contained a short covering letter 
from General E|<aval to M. Dutasta enclosing the draft instructions, which read as follows : 
T remind you that the air material referred to in Art. 27 and 28 of the Armistice Convention 
of Nov. II, 19185 has been the subject of an inventory, as far as the material existing at the 
beginning of 19 r 9 is concerned, in the naval bases recognized by the German authorities, 
according to the telegram from Admiral Goette, dated March 27, 1919, as bases for the 
collection and storage of material. Therefore, it will be incumbent upon you, as soon as the 
Peace Treaty goes into force, to require the delivery of this material, a list of which appears 
in the report of the Air Section of the Interallied Naval Armistice Commission. (ANAG).’ 
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a serious objection thereto. The Italian Delegation drew attention to the 
fact that if the Articles in the Hungarian Treaty corresponding respectively 
to Article 260 of the Treaty of Versailles and to Article 2 1 1 of the Treaty of 
St. Germain were to be modified, the Hungarian State might have to bear 
a heavy burden inasmuch as the repurchases of the entails (majorats) would 
apply equally to the territories ceded to Roumania. In those circumstances 
the Italian representatives thought that the question chiefly concerned the 
Reparation Commission because the solution proposed would be tantamount 
to granting to the Serbo-Groat-SIovene State a real priority in the matter 
of reparations. The Economic Commission therefore thought that it ought 
to propose to the Supreme Council that the whole matter including the 
Commission's own suggestions should be referred to the Reparation Com- 
mission for examination. 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether the proposals of the Economic Com- 
mission would have the effect of modifying in any way the Treaty with 
Germany or the Treaty with Austria. 

M. Serruys replied in the negative. 

M. DE Martino said that if the matter were simply one of referring the 
whole question to the Reparation Commission, he was quite agreeable. But 
if it were necessary for him to express an opinion, he would have to reserve it 
on account of the absence of his technical advisers. 

M. Cambon observed that there was no need to express any opinion. 

It was decided to refer to the Reparation Commission, for examination 
and immediate report, the note of the Serho>Croat>Slovene Delegation, 
dated December 12, concerning the liquidation of Hungarian properties 
situated in the territory transferred to the Serbo-Croat-Slovene State, 
together with the proposals of the Economic Commission contained in its 
note of December 27, 1919, to the Secretary General of the Peace Con- 
ference. 

9. Sir Eyre Crowe thought that the question of the repayment of the cost 
of transport and maintenance of Russian prisoners of war in 
Germany should be brought before the Council at an early 
opportunity. The matter had been held over. 

M. Gambon replied that the question would be put on the agenda for to- 
morrow. 

Sir Eyre Crowe also desired to draw the attention of the Council to the 
fact that the British Delegation had been requested to circulate a Note con- 
cerning the general methods of reparation to be applied to Hungary. His 
Government had suggested the adoption of a new system in the case of 
Hungary: but it had subsequently recognized that this proposal involved 
serious difficulties and he was now instructed to withdraw it. 

M. DE Saint Quentin pointed out that, according to a report of the 
Economic Commission, the British Government had obtained what they 
wished as regards one point: the arrangements already made forbade for a 
period of five years the establishment of customs barriers by the neighbouring 
States who had acquired territory formerly Hungarian, 
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M. DE Martino observed that the Council had decided on October 2 to 
send an Interallied Commission of Officers to the Gomitadjis of Western 
Hungary ceded to Austria by the Treaty of St. Germain.s But, as a matter 
of fact, that Commission had never proceeded to the spot. In view of the 
declaration recently communicated to the Chancellor Renner in the name 
of the Supreme Council, it would be advisable that effect should be given to 
the decision of October 2. 

M. DE Saint Quentin said that the French Delegation had had a meeting 
with the Italian Delegation and had just drafted a note on the subject which 
would be circulated to the members of the Council. 

M. Gambon said that this question would be placed on the agenda for the 
following day. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No. 48 

Draft Letter to the Germans regarding the Signature of the Protocol 

PARIS, 

To: Baron von Lersner. 

Now that ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles have been exchanged and the 
Protocol of November ist signed by the qualified representative of the German 
Government, the Allied and Associated Powers wish to assure the German Govern- 
ment again that in demanding reparations for the scuttling of the German Fleet 
at Scapa Flow, their object was not to injure Germany’s vital economic interests. 
By the present letter they confirm the declarations which the Secretary General 
of the Peace Conference was directed to make, verbally, on this point, December 
23rd, to the President of the German Delegation, These declarations were as 
follows : 

1, The Secretary General was authorized by the Supreme Council to assure the 
German Delegation that the Interallied Commissions of Control and the Repara- 
tion Commission would act scrupulously in conformity with the assurances con- 
tained in the note of December 8,^ concerning the safeguard of Germany’s vital 
economic interests. 

2. As the experts of the Allied and Associated Powers are inclined to believe 
that part of the data upon which they based their demand for 400,000 tons of 
floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredges may have been inaccurate in 
certain minor details, they think a mistake may have been made as to the 80,000 
tons of floating docks in Hamburg. If the investigation to be conducted by the 
Interallied Commission of Control proves that an error has really been made, the 
Allied and Associated Powers will be disposed to reduce their claim propor- 
tionately, so as to bring the quantity down to 300,000 tons, in round figures, or 
even lower, if convincing arguments prove that this is necessary. But absolute 
facilities must be granted authorized representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers to make all necessary investigations, in view of verifying the German 
assertions, before any reduction of the original demands of the Protocol can be 
made by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

s See Vol. I, No. 69, minute 8, 
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3 - The Allied and Associated Governments, referring to the last paragraph of 
the memorandum containing their reply, do not consider that the scuttling of the 
German ships at Scapa Flow constitutes a crime of war for which individual 
penalties should be demanded according to Article 228 of the Peace Treaty. 

The Allied and Associated Powers, always actuated by the desire to consider 
Germany’s vital economic interests, have presented a claim for 400,000 tons, based 
on an inventory made by them, according to which Germany was supposed to 

have had on November ist a total tonnage of ’ tons. The German experts 

made a statement, to be verified, which sets forth an inferior amount of tonnage 

tons. Consequently, from the 400,000 tons claimed by the Allies will be 

deducted eventually the difference between the first figures and the second, or 
rather that actually found upon investigation. 

The Allied and Associated Powers add that the 192,000 tons proposed by the 
German Government must be delivered immediately. As for the remainder of the 
tonnage, as determined by the experts, the German Gover'nment will be given a 
delay of from two to three years for delivery. 


Appendix G to No. 48 

JVoie to be submitted to the Supreme Council by the British Delegation 

The question has been raised whether [? upon] the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany and the Rhineland Agreement, the jurisdiction of 
the Rhineland High Commission will extend to that portion of the occupied terri- 
tory which is in occupation by the United States troops. 

In the opinion of the British Government the answer must be in the affirmative. 
There is nothing in the Rhineland Agreement about the different zones of occupa- 
tion, which have been established by an internal arrangement between the Allied 
and Associated Powers concerned. As the Agreement comes into force in the same 
way as the Treaty of Peace and as the view of the Allied and Associated Powers 
is that the lights of those Powers under the Treaty are not affected by the fact that 
it has not at the moment been ratified by the United States, it follows that the 
Rhineland Agreement will come into force for the whole of the occupied territory, 
although the United States will not be in a position to avail themselves of the pro- 
visions of the Agreement until they have ratified. It will result that the High 
Commission, though officially without an American Representative, %\ill, on the 
coming into force of the Agreement, enjoy the jurisdiction conferred by it over the 
whole of the occupied territory. Arrangements will no doubt be necessary between 
the Allied and Associated Powers, on the assumption that the U.S. troops will 
remain in occupation, for the practical working of the situation thus created ; as 
against the Germans it would appear that the rights of the U.S. troops to remain 
in occupation can only be derived from the terms of the Armistice, l^ut so far as the 
jurisdiction over the whole of the occupied Territory is concerned, the Armistice 
will be superseded by the Rhineland Agreement as soon as the latter comes into 
force. 

If the above view commends itself to the Supreme Council, the British Govern- 
ment would suggest that the Council should pronounce a decision to this effect. 

7 Thus in original. 
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Appendix D to No. 48 

President of the German Peace Delegation paris, Oct. 16, igig. 

No. 23 

From; The German Delegation 
To : The President of the Conference 

Subject : Passports for Inhabitants of Schles\vig residing in occupied territory. 

The German passport section in occupied Rhineland territory asked, by a note 
dated September 29, the High Command of the 4th Zone, at Mayence, that 
persons in the occupied territory, residents of Schleswig, be granted facilities to 
leave in order to take part in the plebiscite. 

The High Command replied to this note by referring to Article 109 of the Treaty 
of Peace : 

‘Only the inhabitants of Schleswig who were born in the zone where the 
plebiscite is taken, or have been domiciled there since a date before January i, 
1900, or were expelled by the German authorities without having a domicile there’ 
are allowed the right to vote. I consider, under those circumstances, that your 
request should be regarded as not having been made. The Lt. General Com- 
manding: Michel. 


Appendix G TO No. 48 

Delegation of the Serb-Groat-Slovene 

Kingdom to the Peace Conference 

4, rue de Presbourg. paris, Dec. igig. 

From: Pachitch 
To: Glemenceau. 

In my note of November 97th last, and in the Memorandum annexed thereto, 
(Annex D),® I had the honour to insist that the question concerning the properties, 
rights and interests of the Hungarian nationals located on transferred territories, 
be settled in the Peace Treaty with Hungary on a basis of the same principles ad- 
mitted in the Peace Treaty with Germany; principles which to a certain extent 
are common law in such matters. 

The importance which this question presents for us obliges me to again take 
the matter up by submitting certain considerations which were not sufficiently set 
forth in our preceding memorandum. These points are of a nature to exercise an 
important influence in the adoption of a solution relative to the measures which 
should be applied concerning the properties of Hungarian nationals who will 
remain withii>the boundaries of our State. 

During the occupation of Serbia which, as is known, lasted more than three 
years, the Budapest Government maintained the high hand in the administration 
of our State, wffiich was considered, according to tlie ideas reigning at that time in 
the relations betw^een Vienna and Budapest, as being within its sphere of influence. 

The Hungarian Government has never failed to use this exceptional ‘de facto’ 
^ Not annexed to filed original of this appendix. 
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situation in obtaining an advantageous regulation of the conditions of the domestic 
laws existing between her nationals and Serbian subjects at the time of the declara- 
tion of war. 

Although, at tfie time of the invasion of the country, there existed a law in 
Serbia proroguing all matured paper, the Austro-Hungarian General Government 
at Belgrade, immediately after its installation, caused the repeal of these legal provi- 
sions, in violation of the Convention of the Hague, and I'eplaced them by a decree 
declaring all Austro-Hungarian credits in Serbia redeemable at once. A special 
organization was created at once by the General Government and the collection 
of all these credits instituted, without I'egard for absent, mobilized debtors. 
Naturally, there was no hesitation in applying a forced execution of these measures 
with the result that the property of Serbian debtors was sold at an excessively low 
price by public auction. Of course, the sequester placed on the possessions of 
Austro-Hungarian nationals in Serbia was immediately raised and they wxire re- 
instated in all their rights. 

Consequent to that condition of affairs, the situation in Serbia in 1919 with 
relation to Hungary, relative to property, rights and interests, is as follows: 

Hungary has collected all her credits from the Serbian nationals, and her own 
subjects have been reinstated and are in possession of all their seized property 
(there are scarcely any Flungarian structures in Serbia). We are, therefore, in our 
relations with Hungary, relative to domestic law, in a very unfavourable position. 
We are deprived of a pledge which the Allies cjiualified as ‘essential’ (Reply of the 
Allied and Associated Powers to the Remarks of the German Delegation, page 
51) for the recovery of their credits from the enemy, and for the payment of the 
indemnities due [to] Allied nationals, as a result of the application of exceptional 
war measures and provisions concerning the possessions, rights and interests of 
our nationals in Plungary, 

The only way left by which we may reestablish the situation and repair the 
detrimental consequences of the arbitrary measui'es of the Flungarian Government 
in Serbia can only be realized by the insertion of provisions relative to the posses- 
sions, rights and interests of nationals in the Peace Treaty with Hungary similar 
to those which tvere inserted in the Peace Treaty with Germany. This measure 
would not constitute a privilege in our favour, and we do not ask for any advantage 
other than those recognized to our Allies in their relations with Germany. What 
we claim is simply the application of common law, and the maintenance of the 
same principles which were admitted in settling the same question in the Peace 
Treaty with Germany. 

The derogation admitted, to the advantage of Austria, in Article 267 of the 
Peace Treaty of Saint-Germain, has already caused us considerable injury. But 
we understood the gravity of the motives which provoked the adoption of that 
exceptional measures [i'zV] by our Allies and we kept silent in face of the superior 
interests to which our pledge was sacrificed. However, it is unnecessary to extend 
that measure in favour of Hungary, that is: to have it apply in a case concerning 
which the motives invoked for Austria have no application. Such a provision 
would be absolutely unjustified, and would cause us an extremdly prejudicable 
[i'/c] injury in every respect. 

With confidence in the high spirit of justice of our Allies, we feel certain that 
they will protect our interests and we are firmly convinced, after examination of 
the reasons above presented, our claim will be accorded favourable consideration. 
Please accept, etc. 
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Appendix H to No. 48 


French Republic 

Ministry of Commerce, Industry, Postal and Telegraphic Service 

Cabinet of the Minister. No. 334. parts, Dec. p/, igig 

From : The Secretary General of the Economic Commission. 

To : The Ambassador of France, Secretary Gen’l of the Peace Conference. 

The Economic Commission has examined, in detail, the Serbian note under date 
of December 12, treating the interdiction to liquidate Hungarian property in the 
territories transferred to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

The Commission esteems that, by the application of the Articles of Part X of the 
Peace Treaty, especially those having reference to the prejudices caused by de- 
cisions rendered in cases of property, rights and interests, without the party con- 
cerned having an opportunity to offer any defence, the cases indicated by the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation, treating the actions of the Plungarian authorities 
relative to the recovery of Hungarian credits during the occupation of Serbia, 
justify the Serbian Government in demanding an indemnity from the Hungarian 
Government. 

The Economic Commission was uncertain as to whether, in order to permit the 
Serbian Government to reimburse its nationals for the damages caused by the 
above-mentioned acts, it would be advisable to authorize a liquidation of Hun- 
garian property in new Serbia. The Commission recognized, however, that even 
if this authorization were accorded to the Serbian Government, the Government 
might be unable to employ the proceeds of the liquidation as a reparation of the 
damages in question, since by the terms of Article 297 of the Treaty with Germany 
(249 of the Treaty with Austria) the proceeds of the liquidation can be levied upon 
only for indemnities relative to the properties or credits of Serbians in Hungary. 

However, the Economic Commission esteemed that, by a slight revision of 
Article 260 of the Treaty with Germany (2 1 1 of the Treaty with Austria) it would 
be possible to meet the serious objection presented by the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation, without infringing on the general system which rules in the Treaties 
with Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria concerning enemy property in transferred 
territory. 

The Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation specified, in demanding the liquidation of 
Hungarian property in the transferred Hungarian territories, that an interdiction 
to permit the liquidation would maintain, within the territories which the former 
Empire recognized as of Hungarian influence, the economic superiority of Hun- 
gary as beneficiary, not only of the most of the public concessions (transportation 
means, canals, lighting, etc.) but also of the majorats which afford certain Hun- 
garian subjects with an important economic influence over vast domains and 
seigneurial rights, which might entail difficulties of an administrative or political 
nature. ,, 

The Economic Commission esteemed that it was impossible to not recognize 
the argument presented by the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation, and is of the 
opinion that satisfaction might be accorded Serbia by a sufficiently extensive 
application of Article 260 of the Treaty of Versailles (21 1 of the Treaty of Saint- 
Germain), which provides that, in the transferred territories, the Reparation Com- 
mission may, within a period of one year after the entry into force of the Treaty, 
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demand that the enemy State acquire full rights or interests for its nationals in all 
enterprises of public utility, or in all concessions. With special reference to the 
question of majorats, the Economic Commission is of the opinion that mention 
of the majorats be inserted in the Article above referred to in the Treaty with 
Hungary, under the form 'demand that Hungary acquire full rights or interests for 
her nationals in all enterprises of public utility, or in all concessions, as well as in 
all majorats, etc.’ 

In order that, on one hand, the regime adopted concerning enemy property 
situated in transferred territory be not infringed on, and on the other hand, 
equitable guarantees be assured the Serb-Groat-Slovene State against a danger 
which cannot be disregarded, it will be advisable after having introduced the re- 
vision proposed by the Economic Commission in Aiticle 260 of the Treaty of 
Versailles (21 1 of the Treaty of Saint-Germain) that the Supreme Council indicate 
to the Reparation Commission that an extended application of this Article is to be 
anticipated regarding the Hungarian territories transferred to the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene State. 

D. Serruys. 


No. 49 

H. D. 120.] Notes of a Adeeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in Ad. PichoFs Roo?n, Qiiai Or say, Paris, Wednesday, 

December ji, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.Ar. Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain,'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France'. M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de Saint Quentin. 
Italy : M. de Martino ; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat : Great Britain : Captain Lothian Small. France : M. de 
Percin, Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Captain Fuller, R.N,, Gmdr. Macnamara, R.N., Mr, 
Malkin, Mr. Carr, Lt.-CoL Beadon. 

France: Gen. Weygand, Gen, Le Rond, Adi. Le Vavasseur, M. Serruys, 
M. Fromageot, M. Tannery j-M. Hermitte, M. de Montille. 

Italr'- Geh. Gavallero, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I. M. Dutasta told the Council that at five o’clock on the previous day he 

had had an interview with M. von Lersner and had 
.Negokatwns relative to communicated to him the draft letter that was to be 
^ addressed to the German Delegation b^ the President 
of the Conference, The only thing left blank was the 
space for the figures relative to tonnage as estimated by the Allies on one hand 
and by the Germans on the other. M. von Lersner appeared on the whole 
satisfied with the letter. His only hesitation had been about the period of two 
years granted to the Germans for supplying the additional port material: 
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he thought that period too short. He had told M. von Lersiier that in his 
own opinion it might be possible to have the time extended to thirty months. 
M. von Lersiier had gone away satisfied, and it was agreed between them 
that the afternoon of January 6th might be taken as the date for signing the 
Protocol which would take place at the Quai d’Orsay, and would coincide 
with the coming into force of the Treaty. 

Since that interview Captain Fuller had submitted the figures to be in- 
serted in the blank spaces left in the draft letter. The estimate of the Allies 
was 624,275 tons and that of the Germans, 527,380 tons. These figures 
referred to the docks exclusively, and to [ric] the difference between the two 
figures would, after verification, be deducted from the 400,000 tons originally 
claimed. He had then had the completed text presented to M. von Lersner 
by M. de St. Qiientin. In acknowledging the document M. von Lersner told 
M. de St. Qiientin that M. Loucheur had given, as the Allied figure, 700,000 
tons and claimed that the situation was considerably modified if the estimate 
of the Allies was only 624,000 tons. Under the circumstances M. von Lersner 
said that he would be obliged to telegraph Berlin for instructions. What had 
occurred in reality was that M. Loucheur had suggested the estimate of 
700,000 from memory and, no doubt, as an example for the sake of argu- 
ment. The Germans were not justified in basing an argument on that 
estimate which was indicated merely in the course of conversation. And it 
ought further to be borne in mind that the figures submitted by Captain 
Fuller and which appear in the draft letter were more favourable to the 
Germans than those established by the French Admiralty, namely 612,000 
tons. 

M. DE St. Quentin stated that M. von Lersner had claimed in his presence 
that the figure of 700,000 tons had been given in the course of the discussion 
that took place between the Allied and the German Experts. But, as a 
matter of fact, no trace of that figure having been given could be found in 
the proces-verbaux, and their Experts could not recall having heard it 
quoted. There was every ground for thinking that M. von Lersner’s affirma- 
tion was inexact. 

M. Dutasta mentioned that, as he had already said, the figures referred 
to the floating docks alone. No statistics had been supplied on the number 
of tugs, cranes, etc., in the possession of Germany. 

He did not think that the opposition thus created in extremis was very 
serious. If the Germans had given exact figures there was the assurance of 
their having 100,000 tons at least to hand over. M. von Lersner had on 
several occasions confided to him that the German Government was pre- 
pared by way of compromise to hand over a total of 260,000 tons. In any 
case putting the situation at its worst from the German point of view they 
would not demand from them more than 300,000 tons. He did not think that 
the Germans intended to withhold their signature for a difference not 
exceeding 50,000 tons at the most. 

In the course of the interview M. von Lersner told him the anxiety caused 
to the German Government by the question of the actual handing over of the 
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vessels that were to be delivered to the Allies. In a roundabout way he had 
led him to unclerstand that the German Government had no great confidence 
in the officers and crews on board those vessels. He was afraid that if those 
ships had to leave for Allied ports with the crews who were actually on board 
they ran the risk of their being scuttled either when they set out or during the 
voyage. He had told M. von Lersner that such action would be extremely 
serious. M. von Lersner had agreed and added that the German Govern- 
ment acknowledged how serious the consequences might be. It was pre- 
cisely for that reason and being himself powerless in the matter, that he 
wished to draw the attention of the Allied and Associated Powers to the 
situation. He had suggested that the German Government might assemble 
all the ships in question in one port, and take off the crews, and that the 
Allies might send their own crews to take possession of the ships and man 
them into their own ports. He had confined himself to telling M. von Lersner 
that he would report his statements to the Council. 

M. CiVMBON summarized, saying that in M. Dutasta’s explanation the 
Council was confronted with two distinct questions. Would they discuss first 
of all the question of the figures given by the Allies on the one hand and by 
the Germans on the other? 

Sir Eyre Crowe felt that there could be no question about changing their 
figures which were based upon statements of facts. The estimate of 700,000 
tons was only a maximum figure. 

M. DE Martino did not think the difficulty serious and thought that the 
Allies had merely to maintain the figures they had already decided upon. 

M. Dutasta said that they would therefore stand by the terms of their note 
and await the German reply. 

M. Gambon said that the second question was rather important: he thought 
that they ought first of all to send it to the Naval Experts for examination. 

Admiral Le Vavasseur recalled that he had already suggested that this 
question would come up when he had said that the Germans had professed 
that probably they would be unable to sail their boats into Allied ports. If it 
were not German crews who manned the vessels that were to be handed over 
in our ports, the precautionary measures they had taken, such as disarma- 
ment, became purposeless. 

It was decided: 

1 . To extend to thirty months the period granted to Germany for handing 

over the tonnage in excess of the 192,000 tons whose immediate 
delivery the German Government proposed. 

2. To refer to the Naval Experts for examination the measures to be taken 

in order to obviate the possibility of the ships that *were to he sur- 
rendered to the Allies by Germany Being scuttled by the German ere w s , 
Mr. Wallace would refer the first paragraph of this decision to Washing- 
ton for instructions from his Government. 

2. General Le Rond told the Council that the negotiations with the German 
Delegation presided over by M. von Simson concerning the application of 
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the clauses of the Treaty to Plebiscite Areas had opened on the preceding 
Negotiaiions relative to day. The German Delegation had from the outset shown 
the transfer of powers in itself disinclined to accept any of the articles and inclined, 
Plebiscite Areas rather, on several points to refer to the Government at 

Berlin on the grounds that it had not itself full powers to decide. 

The German Delegation advanced certain inadmissible claims such as 
maintaining the power of German Courts of Appeal or Supreme Courts 
outside of the Plebiscite areas, over the inhabitants of those territories in 
spite of the fact that the latter had been placed under Interallied Govern- 
ment. It had explicitly stated that it considered the inhabitants of those 
territories as remaining under the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court at 
Leipzig before which they might be tried for high treason against the Ger- 
man Government. 

The President von Simson had alluded in a threatening way to the 
possibility of German officials leaving the Plebiscite areas en masse. In a 
general way the Delegation had seemed inclined from the beginning to dis- 
pute the ground step by step and to take no personal responsibility for the 
decisions. Count Lerchenfeld had even declared that certain decisions could 
not be talcen without reference to the Reichstag. 

In the course of the Conference the attitude of the German Delegation 
became gradually more conciliatory when confronted by the firmness of the 
Allied position, and because it was made clear to it on several points that the 
rights conferred by the Treaty upon the Commissions were wider than those 
they meant to exercise in the beginning of their administration. 

It remained certain, nevertheless, that the German Delegation would, on 
certain important points, refuse to take decisions and would refer to Berlin, 
a fact which pointed to a slowing up of negotiations the more especially since 
telegraphic communication with Berlin was at the moment very unsatis- 
factory. 

He felt obliged to tell the Council his very definite impression that the 
policy of the German Delegation was to have the Protocol signed as soon as 
possible and consequently the Treaty come into force, in order that they 
might reject after its coming into force the conclusion of negotiations regard- 
ing the Plebiscite areas. In that way the Germans reckoned to have greater 
opportunity of rejecting the Allied demands. The more M. von Lersner 
seemed anxious to bring matters to a close, the more M. von Simson seemed 
trying to drag the negotiations out. The negotiations would be resumed on 
the following day and one meeting would probably suffice to expound the 
Allied demands relative to the administration of Plebiscite areas. All the 
delays that might occur would be owing to the fact that the Germans would 
not have full power of decision. 

He would remark however that on certain points the statements of the 
German Delegation had seemed to him worthy of attention. For example, 
M. von Simson had pointed out that Memel, which was to be definitely 
separated from Germany, was actually being administered by German 
officials, and that some understanding must be reached to give their ad- 
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ministration security until a new one took over from them. That situation 
ought to be examined for it was obvious that they could not leave that terri- 
tory indefinitely under the direction of one single Allied officer surrounded 
by a purely German administration, the more especially as those officials 
were perfectly free to withdraw if they liked. 

M. Gambon felt that the idea at the back of the German mind could be 
clearly seen from General Le Rond’s account. He was convinced that, peace 
once established, the Germans would reject all the demands relative to those 
territories. They ought, he considered, to indicate clearly to the Germans 
that the negotiations then taking place must be completed before the signing 
of the Protocol. Monsieur Dutasta might be charged with maldng that 
declaration to M. von Lersner at their forthcoming interview. The methods 
adopted by the German Delegation to lengthen the negotiations made the 
Germans themselves responsible for any disadvantage accruing from the delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that they ought even to advise the Germans 
that it would be impossible for the Allies to adhere to the date of January 6th 
agreed upon for signing the Protocol if as a result of the obstructionist methods 
of the German Delegation the negotiations relative to the transfer of powers 
in the Plebiscite areas had not previously been concluded. 

General Le Rond wished to add that the draft financial arrangements 
discussed on the previous day had so far not been met with any objections on 
the part of the Germans. There were grounds therefore for thinldng that the 
occupation of Allenstein and Marie [n]werde[r] would not impose on the 
Allies any final expense. 

As for Upper Silesia, the question had already been settled with the Polish 
Government which was going to advance the necessary sums. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the question of the occupation of Allen- 
stein had been raised. 

General Le Rond said that it had not. 

General Weygand stated that in agreement with the decision taken by 
the Council at its previous meeting he was communicating to the Germans 
on that day the Allied decision to occupy Allenstein. 

M. Gambon thought that they would all be agreed upon making the com- 
munication to the Germans that Sir Eyre Crowe had suggested. 

M. DE Martino agreed and said that they ought to demand from the 
Germans the undertaking that as the negotiations relative to Plebiscite areas 
had to be completed before the Treaty came into force, the measures of 
execution only be decided afterwards and step by step. 

It was decided: 

To entrust M. Dutasta with making it known verbally to M. von 
Lersner that the signing of the Protocol and the coming into force of the 
Treaty could not take place until after a satisfactory arrangement of the 
question relative to Plebiscite areas, questions which were the subject of 
[?at] that moment of negotiations between the Commission presided over 
by General Le Rond and the German Delegation presided over by M. von 
Simson. 
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3. General Le Rond suggested that considering the indefensible claims put 
forward by the Germans it seemed absolutely necessary 
Proiection oj Nationals conditions under which protection of nationals 

rfPUluaU Area. 

General Le Rond then read the note which appears as Appendix Ad 
After a short discussion, 
it was decided : 

1. That the nationals of the different Plebiscite areas be [?as] defined in the 

Treaty of Versailles, being entitled to vote in the Plebiscite, shall be 
placed for this purpose while outside of the said territory, under the 
protection of the Diplomatic and Consular agents of the allied power 
holding the presidency of the Commission in said territory and in all 
other respects shall receive that protection. 

2. That foreign consular agents actually carrying out their duties shall be 

recognized by the Inter- Allied Commission; that foreign consular 
agents who shall be appointed during the period of the Commission’s 
administration shall be required to receive that recognition in ad- 
vance; that the consular agents of the Principal Powers shall be 
considered to have full right to this recognition; that the present 
decision shall be made known to the interested powers. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this decision to Washington for instructions 
from his Government.) 


4. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Delegation had had a note circu- 
lated (Appendix B^) explaining the point of view of His 
Conditions of the Majesty’s Government, namely, that the Allied forces 

Advance of funds to occupying Plebiscite areas and Danzig and Memel ought 

Allied troops in the considered troops of occupation within the meaning 

Plebiscite Areas of Article 249 of the Treaty of Peace. The British Govern- 

ment considered that each of the states taking part in the 
occupation of Plebiscite areas ought, as was the case in the occupation of the 
Rhine, to make the necessary advances for the maintenance of its own troops. 
As for recovering the costs, that ought to be asked from the beneficiary slates 
in proportions corresponding to the attribution of territories by the Plebiscite. 

General Cavallero considered that the explanation made by Sir Eyre 
Crowe did not coincide entirely in its latter part with the text of the British 
note to which he referred. That note said in effect that repayment of the 
expenses was to be a priority charge against Germany.^ If he had understood 
Sir Eyre Crowe it was his opinion that the beneficiary states were to make 
this repayment in proportion corresponding to the territories attributed to 
them. The French accepted Sir Eyre Crowe’s point of view; they could not, 

^ Not printed. This note of December 30, 1919, submitted the two proposals adopted 
by the Supreme Ciouncii, the second being less full in form than the text adopted. 

“ Not printed. This note of December 24, 1919, was as indicated in the remarks of Sir E. 
Crowe and General Gavallero. 

3 The note proposed that the cost of the allied forces occupying plebiscite areas ‘should be 
recoverable as the first charge on Germany’. 
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on the other hand, take the point of view set forth in the British note. i.\s 
already explained in a note of the Italian Delegation dated 25th Decembeiy^ 
Article 249 applied in fact only to German territories and that was not the 
case with Danzig and Memel, which were no longer part of Germany. Now 
Article 87 [?88] of the Treaty relative to Upper Silesia said that the expenses of 
occupation were to be borne from local revenues. Since they might anticipate 
that part at least of the territories under consideration would return to 
Poland it would be going against the spirit of the Treaty to law [lay] the 
whole of the cost upon Germany alone. 

Sir Eyre Crowe accepted the point of view maintained by General 
Gavailero. 

General Le Rond considered it well to be quite clear on the point that 
this was only a c|uestion of advances for the costs had to be reimbursed ulti- 
mately by the beneficiary states. They accepted the British proposal that 
each power advance the costs of maintenance of its own troops. 

General Cavallero said that there remained one point to make clear. 
They had told the Germans that they still wished to occupy Allenstein. But 
that occupation was not provided for in the Treaty. Reimbursement of costs 
was provided for in the Treaty only in the case of Upper Silesia. 

General Le Rond considered that it was easy to anticipate in the case of 
Allenstein and Marienwerder repayment of the costs by the states to which 
those territories would be attributed. The question on the other hand re- 
mained open in the case of Danzig since in that case there was no attribution 
of territories. 

Sir Eyre Crowe explained that they had had in view in the case of 
Danzig only the establishment of a base ; later if the Allied High Commis- 
sioner required it the troops entrusted with guarding that base could be 
employed for the maintenance of order in Danzig and the surrounding 
district. 

M. DE Martino said that he would let his Government know the decision 
that had been taken but he would have to reserve his decision since in 
financial matters he could not act without instructions. 

Under reserve of the Italian Government’s approval it was decided : 

1 . that each state taking part in the occupation of territories submit Led to 

Plebiscite shall make the advances of funds necessary for the main- 
tenance of its own troops. 

2 . that the reimbursement of those advances shah, be made for all the 

Plebiscite areas by the beneficiary states in proportions correspond- 
ing to the territories attributed to them. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this decision to Wasliington for instructions 

from his Government.) 

5. M. Fromageot said that the Supreme Council having been good enough 
to approve at the meeting before last the conclusions of the note presented 
to it by the Drafting Committee on the subject of the Swiss Note of the i8th 
Appendix G in original, not printed. 

649 



December 19195 concerning the accession of the Swiss Confederation to the 
Draft reply (. ih, Smus L'^gue of Nations,* they had prepared a draft letter to 
note of i6ih December the Federal Government in the sense of that note which 
'ig concerning Switzer- they had then presented (Appendix D) . 
land’s accession to the gjR Eyre Growe said that he approved the note sub- 
League of Mahons mitted to the Council. But they had decided that the 
reply to the Swiss Government ought to be made in the name of the Supreme 
Council and not only in the name of the French Government. 

M. Fromageot explained that the Drafting Committee had prepared the 
reply in that way because it had not known whether the other powers had 
been sent similar communications by the Swiss Government. But it would 
be easy to effect in the text the changes necessary to make it in accordance 
with the decision recalled by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

It was decided : 

1, To adopt in principle the note prepared by the Drafting Committee, 

(Appendix D). 

2. That the changes necessary be introduced in the text so that the reply 

be made not in the name of the French Government but in that of 
the Supreme Council to which the question had been referred by the 
French Government. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this decision to Washington for instructions 

from his Government.) 

6. The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch to the President of 
the Peace Conference, dated ist December (Appendix 
Winding up of the £) and a note of the Paris Inter- Allied Commission of 

Inter-A le ommission Prisoners of War in Germany dated 6th De- 

oj Russian Prisoners of . ^ 

War in Germany cember (Appendix F ). 

General Weygand commented upon Marshal Foch’s 
note. He added that the agreement arrived at within the Commission on 
Prisoners of War had been unanimous but for a reservation made by the 
Italian Delegate on the basis of the distribution of the costs of maintenance 
of Russian Prisoners of War in Germany. 

M. Tannery explained that for the winding up of the Berlin Commission 

s See No, 46, minute 5 and appendices D & E (one meeting earlier than that indicated 
by M. Fromageot). 

6 Not printed. This covering note, signed by M. Tannery, forwarded to M. Dutasta a note 
which, apart from minor variation, was the same as that in appendix F to No. 32 subject 
to : (i) the insertion after the third paragraph of the earlier draft (beginning : ‘After hav- 
ing examined thfi data . . .’) of a new paragraph reading: ‘The British Delegate requests 
that the reimbursement of these two millions be delayed until proof is presented showing 
that the refugees were sheltered in Germany at the request of the Allies. ’ (ii) The omission of 
the ninth, tenth, eleventh, and part of the twelfth paragraph of the earlier draft (beginning: 
‘The Commission suggested that . . .’ and ending: ‘sura representing the reparations 
account.’). In his covering note M. Tannery stated that the revised draft ‘was approved by 
all the Allied Delegates, with the exception of the Italian Delegate, from whom, despite 
repeated requests, I have been unable to obtain any response’. 
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it had been agreed that the expenses would be divided into four between the 
four Great Powers there represented. But the share of the U.S.A. and of 
France already considerably exceeded a quarter. The remainder was there- 
fore to be defrayed by Great Britain and Italy. The Italian Delegate had 
always made a reservation for the approval of his Government. 

M. DE Martino said that he must maintain the Italian Delegate’s reserva- 
tion until his Government had given its decision. 

General Weygand wished to point out that the question of the mainten- 
ance of refugees from Kiev had been reserved until further information could 
be obtained. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in accordance with instructions from his 
Government he wished to raise a question which, although not exactly the 
same as that under discussion, was related to it. If he understood the matter 
rightly there existed at the moment no commission for Russian prisoners of 
war in Germany other than the Berlin one, and it was the Gouncirs intention 
to bring that one to an end without replacing it in any way whatever. 

Now his Government had just been in negotiation at Copenhagen with a 
representative of the Soviets over the question of the liberation of English 
prisoners in Russia. There were in Russia many British prisoners whose 
repatriation was extremely desirable. The other Powers doubtless were in 
the same situation. The Soviet representative in the Copenhagen negotia- 
tions had put forward one condition as a sine qua non for the continuation of 
those negotiations. He demanded that the Soviets be represented in the 
Berlin Commission charged with controlling the repatriation of Russian 
prisoners in Germany. General Malcolm, consulted on the subject by the 
British Government, had answered that he could see no difficulty in the way 
of granting the demand formulated by the representative of the Bolshevik 
Government, the more especially as the Commission did not exist any longer. 
Apparently therefore the creation of a new commission was being considered 
and that was what he could not understand, since if he had rightly inter- 
preted the previous discussion the Council had wished to wind up the existing 
commission and not to replace it by any other at all. He would ask therefore, 
did there exist such a commission, different from the Berlin one, or was it 
proposed to create a new one? 

General Weygand explained that the difficulty was due to a subtlety of 
interpretation. The Inter-Allied Commission of Russian prisoners in Ger- 
many had recently been transformed into an international commission by 
the addition of a German delegate. That transformation had taken place 
at the moment when it had been decided to assume no further financial 
responsibility for the fate of Russian prisoners in Germany and to leave to 
the Commission only measures of control. But the German Government had 
considered that, the Allies rendering no more financial aid, the existence of 
that Commission interested them no longer, and abstained from nominating 
a delegate and in those circumstances the Commission had not sat. It was in 
that sense that one might say with General Malcolm that the new Commission 
never having sat, did not in fact exist. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether at the moment when they had decided 
upon the suppression of the Inter- Allied Commission they had really intended 
to substitute for it an international commission or to recognize the existence 
of one. If he rightly remembered the last state of the question tlicy had 
decided upon the suppression pure and simple of the commission which 
therefore was to dissolve as soon as certain questions still pending had been 
settled. 

Colonel Beadon said that it had been decided that they would stop send- 
ing money and that the Commission on which the Germans would be repre- 
sented would have powers of control only, but because of the attitude of the 
Germans the plan could not be realized.'^ 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that anyhow his Government proposed that 
the Soviets should be represented on the Berlin International Commission. 
If this were the only means of releasing our prisoners, it would appear that 
this proposal should be seriously considered. One of Koltschak’s repre- 
sentatives was, it transpired, already on the commission, and yet the Bol- 
shevilcs stated that their interests were not represented, and they had asked 
to be put on the Commission. His Government saw no reason why this 
demand of the Soviets should not be agreed to, provided it would facilitate 
the repatriation of allied prisoners. 

M. Gambon stated that the proposal of the British Government was such 
as to render consultation with the other Governments necessary. 

Sir Eyre Crowe insisted that the question was an urgent one. 

If the negotiations with Copenhagen dragged on, they ran a great risk of 
achieving no results. Besides, it was now winter, and the sufferings of our 
prisoners in Russia were increasing from day to day. 

General Weygand thought that the first question to be settled was 
establishing the Commission, which had been unable to get to work on account 
of the negative attitude of the Germans. It seemed difficult to reopen the 
discussion with them on the eve of the coming into force of the Treaty. The 
Germans had stated that if the Berlin Commission no longer controlled 
financial means, it was useless and that they preferred to deal with the ques- 
tion themselves. It must also be admitted that in this the Germans had right 
on their side. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that it was the Italian reservation on the 
distribution of expenses which had delayed our reply to the Germans. 

General Weygand said that if it were decided that the Berlin Inter- 
national Commission had no longer any reason to exist, we should have 
found a graceful way out of the situation created by the Bolshevik request. 
It was obviously impossible to form part of a Commission which had ceased 
to exist. 

M. Cambon asked each member of the Council to approach his Govern- 
ment with regard to the question raised by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

The remainder of the discussion was put off until a later date. 

7 Cf. No. 32, minute 6. 
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7. The Goimcil had before it: 

I. Two Notes from General Niessel to the President of the Council, dated 
the iith and 13th December 1919 (Annexes [Appeii- 

2. A draft telegram from Alarshal Foch to General 
Nudant giving instructions from the Supreme Goimcil 
to the German Government (Annex [Appendix] I). 

General Weygand commented on the proposed telegram from Marshal 
Foch (Annex I) . He added that instead of sending a telegram to the German 
Government, which, on the eve of the coming into force of the Treaty might 
run the risk of starting general discussion, he proposed, if Marshal Foch were 
in agreement, that this question should be dealt with in a verbal note which 
could be delivered to the German Delegation by the Secretary-General of 
the Conference. 

After a short discussion it was decided to entrust to M. Dutasta the 
drawing up of a verbal note to be delivered to M. von Lersner, wliicli 
would draw the attention of the German Government to the violent treat- 
ment of the officers belonging to General NiesseFs Mission. 

8. General Weygand commented on a note dated the 30th December 

^ addressed by Marshal Foch to the President of the Gon- 

German military mea- n j- ...1 ‘To. j j u 

mres in Tlhher ^iJecin ferciice regarding the military measures adopted by the 

Germans in Upper Silesia (Annex [Appendix] J) . 

After a short discussion it was decided to ask M. Dutasta to submit to 
M. von Lersner a verbal note on the lines of the note attached to the 
report by Marshal Foch dated December 30th (See Aimex J). 

(That [xfr] Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for 
instructions from his Government.) 

9. M. DE St. Quentin commented on a note from the French Delegation on 

„ . . r , ^ subject (Annex [Appendix] K). 

Position of the Comttadjas i 1 •» ah- ir-. i i 

in Western Hungary decided to ask the Alhed Generals m budapest to 

send wth the least possible delay to the Comitadjas ceded 
to Austria by Hungary the Mission, the constitution of which had been 
agreed to by resolution of the Supreme Council on the 2nd October.® 

10. M. Serruys commented on a note from the Economic Commission on 

Report of the Econcmk dated December 26th (Annex [Appendix] L) . 

Commission on the amend- After a short discussion it was agreed: 

1 . To refer to the European Coal Commission the 
request of the Czecho-SIovak Delegation that in 
the case of the inserting of an article in the 
Hungarian Treaty of Peace similar to Article 
224 of the Treaty of St. Germain, the Czecho-SIovak Republic 
should not be cited as one of the States who would undertake to 
supply Hungary with coal. 

8 See Vol. I, No. 69, minute 8. 
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2. To adopt the recommendations of the Economic Commission rejecting 
the request put forward by the Czecho-Slovak Delegation for the 
deletion in the Peace Treaty -with Hungary of Article 287!^ of the 
Treaty of St. Germain and to the corresponding modification, on [?m] 
the Treaty ivith Hungary of Article 249 of the Treaty with Austria. 

II. M. DE Martino said that recently the question of putting the case of the 
Aaland Islands on the agenda had come forward. A 
T ie question qf the Plebiscite had been held there as a result of which 90% 
of the inhabitants had declared themselves in favour of 
Sweden. This question, therefore, would not appear to present any great 
difficulties and it could be agreed before the breaking up of the Conference. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was against raising this question in extremis. It appeared 
to be more the concern of the League of Nations. 

M. DE St. Quentin stated that it had indeed been proposed to leave this 
question to the League of Nations. At that time it was believed that the 
Supreme Council would not have been so long-lived as it actually had been, 
and since then the proposal to bring this question up at the Council had been 
again considered. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that this might mean dragging on their work 
indefinitely. A commission would have to be formed which, of course, would 
not be able to reach an agreement and for which therefore, the Council would 
have to arbitrate. That could not be done immediately. 

M. DE Martino said that to him the question seemed quite clear and that 
the forming of a Commission was not a necessity. 

Sir Eyre Crowe reminded the Council that the fate of the Aaland Islands 
was of interest to Finland and was related to the Russian question. It was 
rather a delicate matter. 

M. Gambon was of the opinion that this matter should not at the moment 
be entered on the agenda. It would be time enough to add it when the 
necessity arose. 

M. DE Martino stated that he would not press the matter. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

Appendix D to No. 49 

Draft of Reply to the Swiss Note of December 18, igig, relative to Adherence 
of Switzerland to the League of Nations 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 70 . 

Jan. 2, igig [ip5o]. 

PARIS, December 2g, igig. 

In a memorandum dated December i8, 1919, the Swiss Legation, in I'cferring 
to the Covenant of the League of Nations, the date of which is set liy the Legation 
as of April 28, 1919, informed the Government of the French Republic that the 
® In error for 267. 
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Swiss Federal Assembly, on November 21, 1919, decided in favour of the entry of 
Switzerland in[to j the League of Nadons, text of this decision being annexed to 
the memorandum. 

I’he Swiss Government adds that a formal declaration of adherence wall be 
forwarded in proper time, under reservation of the result of the popular vote, to the 
Secretary General of the League of Nations. This popular vote is provided for by 
the Helvetic Constitution and it ought not, according to the Swiss Government, 
necessarily to take place within the period of two months referi’ed to in Article I 
of the Covenant, for the reason that the realization of the League of Nations 
depends upon the adherence of all the States to whom a permanent representation 
in the Council of the League is accorded by the Covenant. 

In short, in the opinion of the Swiss Government, a notification of the decision 
of the Federal Assembly presented within a period of tvv'o months after the entry 
into force of the Treaty should assure to Switzerland all the rights of a State invited 
to adhere as an original member, and at the same time it would not anticipate the 
final decision expressed by the Swiss people in the referendum required by the 
Helvetic Constitution. 

In thanking the Swiss Legation for its memorandum, which, as moreover 
recognized by the Swiss Government, could not in any sense be considered as a 
declaration of adherence, the Government of the French Republic has the honour 
to present the following remarks : 

1 . According to Article I of the Covenant, the declaration of adherence must be 
made without reservations, and within tw'O months after the entry into force of the 
Covenant. A declaration of adherence which would be subject to the result of the 
referendum could not be considered as an adherence without reseiwations. Further- 
more, the measures which are required by the Swiss Constitution in like matter 
concern Switzerland only. As far as the other interested Powers are concerned a 
declaration of adherence made only in conformity with the terms of the Treaty can 
be taken into consideration. 

2. The Swiss Note refers to the date upon which the Covenant was adopted as 
April 28, 1919. 

It is important to recall that the only official text is that tvhich was signed by the 
Powers, and concerning which the date of April 28, 1919, does not apply. 

3. The basis of the Swiss Note, according to which the realization of the League 
of Nations depends upon ratification by the five Principal Powders, is not in con- 
formity with the final clauses of the Treaty, as by these clauses, the Treaty, in all 
its parts, that is, inclusive of Part I (Covenant of the League of Nations) is applic- 
able ar^a [er^a] omnes in everything concerning the computation of delays, and will 
enter into force for all the Powers which will have ratified up to that time, upon 
the deposit of the ratifications of three of the Principal Powers and Germany. 

4. Finally, the measure of the Federal Council, copy of which was attached to the 
memorandum of the Swiss Government, contains several considerations in its pre- 
amble relative to the relation between the adherence of the Helvetic Confederation 
to the League of Nations and the perpetual neutrality of Switzerfend, as well as 
between Article [s] 21 and 435 of the Treaty. 

The Government of the Republic will hold this question for subsequent exami- 
nation. 
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Appendix E to No. 49^° 

Draft of Resolution 

December isi, igig. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, after having taken 
note of the report of the special commission in Paris, entrusted with the ciuestions 
concerning the Russian prisoners of war in Germany, made, in its meeting of 
December . . . 1919, the following resolution, with respect to the questions pending 
since the dissolution of the Interallied Commission in Berlin : 

ist. Liquidation of the liabilities of the Interallied Commission. 

The 400,000 marks due to the British Red Gross will be reimbursed to the latter 
by the British Government. 

2nd. Reimbursement of the flour advanced by the German Government. 

The flour advanced by the German Government will be reimbursed, not in 
kind, but in currency, that is to say, 7,680,000 marks. 

The payment of this reimbursement will be effected by applying an equal sum 
to the credit of Germany in the reparations account; 100,000 mark[s] being charged 
to the English account, and 7,580,000 marks to the Italian account.'^ 

3rd. The employment of the 200,000,000 [sic] Russian roubles detained by the 
German Government, is postponed until a settlement is made of the financial 
questions connected with the employment of this sum. 

4th. As to the question of reimbursement to the German Government of the 
2,000,000 marks representing the upkeep expenses of the Kiev refugees, its solution 
is postponed until the results of an investigation as to the conditions under which 
the representatives of the Entente made agreements in this matter, are known. 

Draft of Resolution 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, after having taken 
cognizance of the note of the German Government of November 6th, 1919 (5010 
II/ 1 9 Wako), and of the proposals of the special commission on the Russian P.W., 
decided to address the following answer to the German Government : 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers confirm their resolution to incur no more 
expenses for the Russian prisoners of war in Germany, except those necessary for 
the upkeep of their representatives to the International Commission on Russian 
P.W. in Berlin. 

The original of this ajopendix also contained a covering note of even date from Marshal 
Foch to M. Clemenceau (see minute 6 above), forwarding the two draft resolutions and 
proposing that, if adopted, the first be telegraphed to General Malcolm and the second 
communicated to the German Government and to General Malcolm, 

” Note in original : ‘The share of each power in the upkeep of the Russian P.W. is as [ ? so] 
far as follows ; 

For France . . . , . . 28,710,000 marks 

For Great Britain . . . . . 7,080,000 „ 

For America . . , ... 50,015,100 „ 

For Italy . . . . ... o „ 

The above provision is calculated to increase the shares of Great Britain and Italy to 
7,580,000 marks.’ 
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‘On the other hand, as this Commission — whose role is only to supei'vise the 
material situation of the Russian P.W., and to eventually lend its assistance to the 
German Government for the repatriation of these prisoners — is not provided for by 
the Peace Treaty with Germany it will cease operating as soon as the Treaty goes 
into force.’ 

Appendix G to No. 49 
Document i 

Interallied Commission in the Baltic States. tilsitt, Dec . 11 , igig . 

292 S/P 

From: General Niessel, President of the Interallied Commission in the Baltic States. 
To: M. Glemenceauj Paris. 

During the numerous, difficult, and delicate missions fulfilled by the Allied 
officers with courage and coolness, a great many incidents took place. 

Such officers -were frequently insulted and attacked, sometimes even ill-treated 
and struck at, and usually under the indifferent and sarcastic eyes of the very 
Gei'man officers, who had been instructed, officially, to facilitate their task and to 
look after their security. 

Whenever such an attack occurred penalties were claimed verbally and in 
writing, from Admiral Hopman, Chief of the German Delegation. The German 
Government has again been officially informed of these facts by a note, which set 
them forth in detail, remitted to Ministet' Noske himself, by Colonel Dosse, on 
Dec. 6, at Berlin. 

Today again, another cowardly attack has just been committed, this time by a 
group of German officers, on an isolated French soldier (see report annexed). 

No satisfaction having yet been granted, in regard to the numerous and earnest 
claims for penalties made by the Commission, I have the honour to ask the 
Supreme Council to kindly strengthen, through direct action in Berlin, the claims 
to reparations to which our officers and soldiers are entitled. 

I am transmitting this report to the President of the German Delegation imme- 
diately. 

The culprits are easy to find. Their brutal cowardice demands immediate 
punishment. 

I request that excuses be made to my soldier. I take his case to heart, more than 
that of the officers, because he was alone, defenceless; no pretext can be invoked 
for the brutality to which he has been submitted. 

The President of the Interallied Commission. 

Niessel. 


Document 2 


Interallied Commission, Tilsitt Branch. 

Report 



No. 290 S/P 

On Dec, ii, at 4 o’clock p.m., I entered the restaurant of the ‘Preussischerhof 
Hotel’, where I live, to give my key before beginning my duty. Some German 


Document 2 in this appendix. 
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officers who were in the restaurant got up and pounced on me, forcing me to 
leave the restaurant and the hotel, kicking and striking me into the street. 

Having been able to make them understand that I lived in the hotel, two officers 
came out to fetch me and took me inside, where an officer calling himself a Captain 
apologized and asked me to shake hands with him, which I absolutely refused to do. 
I was again brutalized and thrown into the street, amidst blows and kicks, and 
under the threat of revolvers, which they held in their hands. 

Three times I was knocked down. 

The Captain spoke French very well, and I believe he lives in the hotel. 

The hotel-keeper tried to protect me, but was also knocked about. 

R. Monnier. 

Seen and transmitted by the Chief of the Tilsitt Branch. Du Chouchet. 
Seen and transmitted ; It will not be difficult to find the culprits this time; a severe 
penalty is indispensable. The General Commanding the Mission of Control. 

Vincent, 


Document 3 

Statement of the Attacks made by the German Troops in the Baltic Provinces on the 
persons of Officers of the Interallied Commission of Control 


Date and 
Place 

Designation of the 
Allied Officers 

Designation of the 
Military Germans 
responsible 

Statement of the incidents 1 

i 

11/23 

Prekuin 

Station 

Captain Bot 

Soldiers of the 

Plehwe Branch 
Captain Plehwe 

Daily threats and insults | 

against officers of Control. 

1 1/25 

Station of 
Poschervny 

Captain Lewinson 
(French) 

of the Control of 
Poschervny 

German military 
authorities of the 
station of Posch- 
ervny, on duty 
n/25, Lt. Bidefeld, 
officer of the Station 
Control 

At midnight a grenade is 
thrown into the window of 
the lodgings occupied by 
the Control Officers. No 
measure was taken by the ' 

German authorities to safe- 1 

guard these officers. 

11/25 
Station of 
Kurchany 

Major Leveque 

Captain lordann, 
Chief of the 
lordann Company 

Window panes of the Con- |t 

trol Officers’ car, broken by t 

stones and apples. Captain 
lordann refuses to intervene. 

11/26 
Station of 
Bayoren 

Captain Chipponi 

Captain Shock, 
Commanding a bat- 
talion of the Plehwe 
Corps. A Feld- 
webeP* of his bat- 
talion 

1 

At 6.30 p.m. a detachment 
of the Plehwe Corps arrived 
at the station to embai'k. 

The men spread over 

the station, shouting and 

threatening. The officers | 

1 take refuge in the Control ^ 

1 office, whex-e they are im- i 


13 Sergeant. 
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Date and 
Place 

Designation of the 
Allied Officers 

Designation of the 
Military Germans 
responsible 

Statement of the incidents 




mediately surrounded and 
threatened with rifles and 
grenades. Shock excites his 
men and insults the German 
station officers, who try in 
vain to keep order. A Feld- 
webel threatens our officers 
with his revolv'er. 

1 1/26 
Station of 
Eydekrug 

Captain Henry 

Captain Plehwe 

Lieut. Mausch of the 
Plehwe Corps 

The men of train 8240 coming 
from Memel storm the office 
of the Control Officers, 
singing and howling. The 
manifestations clearly or- 
ganized by Lieut. Mausch 
lasts [.sic] half an hour. 

11/28 

Memel 

Major Loustalot 
Captain Chipponi 
Captain Vink 

Lieut. Guarensan 

Captain Plehwe. 

A soldier of the bat- 
talion of Shock 

Manifestations against our 
officers in a room of the 
Hotel Victoria. The soldiers 
of Shock battalion stiy: ‘We 
are going for reinforcements, 
and tonight we will get rid of 
all those foreigners.’ The 
German Colonel, Thauve- 
nay, having declared that he 
is powerless to as.sure the 
security of the Allied officers 
at Memel, as long as Shock’s 
battalion remains there, the 
Allied officers, under the 
Command of Major U. S. 
Loustalot, go on board the 
French ships, in the Memel 
harbour. 

11/29 

Station of 
Tilsitt 

Lieut. Valadon 

Lieut. Mannaz 

Lt. Arnold, Control 
oflScer of Tilsitt 
Station, 

Captain Platnen, 
Chief of the 
Squadron of Lt. 
Cavalry, No. 18 of 
the Diebitch Corps 

At 16.45, German troops 
threaten our troops from a 
train, with blows and gren- 
ades. Shots are fired. Cap- 
tain Platnen urges on his 
men. The German officer 
accompanying Col. von 
Luck, intervening, encour- 
ages the soldiers with a smile. 

12/1 

Station of 
Schavli 

Major Giraud 

Lt. Schepper of the 
Voluntary Corps 
Petersdorf 

Major Giraud, while proceed- 
ing to the Control Bureau, is 
attacked by 30 German sol- 
diers, commanded by an 
officer; he is surrounded by 
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Dale and 
Place 

Designation of the 
Allied Officers 

Designation of the 
Military Germans 
responsible 

Statement of the incidents 




soldiers and menaced with 
fixed bayonets. Pushed 

about, and kicked, and 
thrown into the Kominand- 
antur Bureau, amid howling 
and threats of death. He is 
received by a young officer 
who listens to his declara- 
tions sneering. Capt. von 1 

Gordon, after trying in vain 
to calm the soldiens and Lt. 
Schepper, finally brings 

Major Giraud to his owm 
residence. | 

12/2 

Colonel Dosse 

Gen. von Eberhardt 

Nothing serious is done by , 

Station of 

Major Jocard 

Major von Tritsch 

Gen. von Eberhardt to as- | 

Schavli 

Major Coriou 

Major Giraud 

Major Vanlande 
Major Keenen (A.B.) 
Gapt. Jozan 

Lt. Messik (U.S.) 

Lt. Forster (A.B.) 

Lt. Martin-Prevel 

[? Fritsch] 

.sure the security of the 
Delegation. In the evening, i 

the Delegation’s train is 
fired upon by machine-guns. ; 

12/a 

Major Coriou 

Lt. Hertmann 

On detached service with the 

Station of 

Major Pouvreau 

Control Assistant 

Allied Officers, deserted his 1 

Schavli 

Major Giraud 

Capt. Chirossel 

Lt. Janvier 

Lt. Gladien 


post. Has never done any- | 

thing to assure the protec- 
tion of the Allied officers, ) 

constantly menaced. i 

12/a 

Gen. Julcovski 

Escadrille 34 

1 Gen. Jukovski and several | 

Station of 

Col. Dosse 

Lt. Kredel 

Allied officers, having ap- 

Schavli 

Major Keenen (A.B.) 
Major Jocai'd 

Major Giraud 

Major Coriou 

Major Vanlande 

Capt. Chirossel 

Capt. Jozan 

Lt. Forster (A.B.) 

Lf. Martin-Prevel 

G 60 

proached the train contain- 
ing the material of the 
Escadrille 34, are immedi- 
ately menaced by rifles and 
machine-guns. The control 
of the material thus being 
rendered impossible. Ad- 
miral Hopmann suggests 
that the train should be con- 
voyed by an Allied officer. 

The Commanding Officer 
of the Escadrille w[arned] i 

him that this officer would i 

certainly be killed. The train i 

started in spite of the orders 1 

given by the Control Officers. 



Date and 
Place 

12/3 

Station at 
Tilsitt 



Designation of the. 

Designation of the 

Military Germans 

Allied Officers 

responsible 

Lt. Lloyd-Wilson 

Escadrille 34 

Lt. Kredel 


Statement of the inciilt vis 


Lt. Lloyd-Wilson linA'ing ap- 
proached the train, ira’iis- 
porting the Escadrille, is 
coai-sely insulted by Lt. 
Kredel, wiio orders him 
away. Lt. Lloyd-Wilson 
goes to fetch the German 
Control Officer, and is fol- 
lowed by Lt. K,[redel] and 
his tnen, who insult him. 
K[redel] seizes Lt. Lloyd- 
Wilson by the .shoulders, 
tries to expel him and spits 
on him . . he places the 
machine-guns in position. 

Lt. Lloyd-Wilson having 
ord[ered] Kredel, in the 
[prejsence of a German 
Control Officer to abandon 
the machine-guns because 
they are [? not] included in 
the [rejgulation issue of the 
Escadrille [? is] again insulted 
and Kredel ref[?uses] . 


12/3 English Lt. Sandels, 
Station of of Kovno Mission 
Schilany 


German soldiers 


Passing through the station 
of Schilany, Lt. Sandels re- 
ceived a grenade, within a 
range of 15 meters, thrown 
by German soldiers, who 
cannot be identified. 


12/3 

Station of 
Schavli 


Colonel Dosse 
Major Keenen 
Major Jocard 
Major Gii’aud 
Major Jozan 
Lt. Forster (A.B.) 
Lt. Martin-Prevel 
Lt. Messik (U.S.) 


General von 
Eberhardt 
Major von Tritsch 
[?Fritsch] 


Before the departure of the 
Delegation’s train for Til- 
sitt, some German soldiers 
arrived with grenades, and 
are seen prowling around 
the train. General von 
Eberhardt, having taken no 
police measures, the officers 
of the Delegation organized 
their own defence by means 
of arms which the German 
Delegation^ [? which] is ac- 
companying them, had or- 
dered to be transmitted to 
them. These measures of 
security prevented incidents 
from occurring at the de- 
parture. 


1+ The text here is uncertain. 
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Date and 
Place 

12/4 

Station of 
Schavli 


12/6 

Station of 
Insterburg 


Designation of the 
Allied Officers 

Major Goriou 
Major Leveque 
Gapt. Ghirossel 
Capt. Buisson 
Lt. Gigonguilheme 
Lt. Gladien 
Lt. Janvier 


French Captain 
Angelli 

2nd Lt. Jacquemet 
of the Control 
Bureau of Inster- 
burg 


Designation of the 
Military Germans 
responsible 

General von 
Eberhardt 
Major von Tritsch 
[?Fritsch] 


Capt. Killac 
Lt. Schumann of the 
Kominandantur 


Statement of the incidents 


General von Eberhardt had 
agreed in writing to protect 
the Control Officers of 
Schavli. The car occupied 
by these officers had been 
attached to the Eberhardt 
train. About one o’clock in 
the morning, this car is de- 
tached, taken six hundred 
meters away from the Eber- 
hardt train, and attacked by 
several soldiers, with gren- 
ades. Most of the windows 
are broken, and it is only 
through luck that the gren- 
ades do not burst in the cars. 
Major Goriou having gone 
to protest and ask for pro- 
tection, an officer on duty 
answers him that the General 
and his Chief of Staff (Major 
von Tritsch [? Fritsch]) are 
sleeping and that it is impos- 
sible to wake them up. On 
the insistence of the German 
Delegation, the posts of 
Control of Schavli and 
Kurchany were withdrawn. 

About 9 o’clock p.m. a train 
of troops entered the station ; 
the soldiers gather in front 
of the rooms of the Control 
Offices. They threaten the 
' latter with their arms. As 
the German officers of the 
Kommanda'ntur do not in- 
tervene to calm the soldiers, 
the Control Officers are 
obliged to leave the station 
of Insterburg. 
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Appendix H to No. 49 
Document i 

Interallied Commission to the Baltic States tilsitt, Dec. 13, igig. 

203 s/e 

From: General Niessel. 

To ; President of the Supreme Council 

I have the honour to enclose herewith translated copy of a letter ivhich was 
addressed to me by a Delegation of Lithuanians of the territory of Memel. 

These documents indicate the terror felt by the unhappy Lithuanian population 
as a result of the troops of the Baltic districts being maintained at Memel contrary 
to promises made officially. The German military authorities have done every- 
thing possible to prevent any knowledge of the atrocities committed in Lithuania 
and Latvia becoming public. In the meantime the Lithuanians of Memel are 
becoming daily more aware of what they must expect from troops who are accus- 
tomed to live by looting and to spread terror in their path. For that matter, the 
soldiers themselves declare that they prefer not to return to Prussia as ‘the life 
there is much less agreeable’. 

The justified alarm of the Lithuanian inhabitants is easily explained by the 
arrival of troops whose hatred has become still more intense over the fury they feel 
for having been obliged to evacuate Lithuanian territory. 

The Lithuanians of Memel wLo drafted the letter referred to are Messrs. Jokub 
Stiklorus, Jonas Griga, Kristus Lemszas, and Giorgis Jagomastas, who were 
obliged to avoid giving their names through fear of reprisals. They informed me 
verbally that they are desirous of sending a Delegation to Paris if the Supreme 
Council w'^ould deign to receive them. 

In the event it is decided that one alone should have a hearing, it would be 
advisable to designate Mr. Jokub Stiklorus for the mission. 

Niessel. 

Document 2 

Interallied Commission to the Baltic States 

tilsitt, Dec . 15, igig . 

Excellency: 

In the name of the Delegation of the Lithuanian territory of Memel, I take the 
liberty to express our warmest thanks for your intervention which resulted in the 
evacuation of the Baltic countries by the German troops, and the liberation of 
Greater Lithuania which is at last being accomplished. 

These Legions, as was recognized by Minister of War Noske, are made up of very 
dangerous elements who, for years, have been practising extortions in Lithuania, 

Instead of sending these troops back to their homes in Gerfnany, they arc 
allowed to occupy the territory on [? of] Memel. (Which they will inevitably put to 
sack as they did greater Lithuania.) 

For a long period already we have been awaiting in anguish for the time when 
the tenitory of Memel w^ould be occupied by the Entente, thus putting an end to 
the German terror, but instead of this emancipation so long looked forward to we 
are now the victims of undisciplined hoards [hordes]. We are subjected to the 
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regime of a state of siege, and every movement in favour of our legitimate liberation 
is violently suppressed either by imprisonment or threats of death. (Doctor 
Guigelat.) 

In our distress we appeal to your Excellency, as Representative of the Entente, 
with the following supplication ; 

‘Do the needful to cause an immediate evacuation of Smaller Lithuania by the 
Baltic troops, in order that we may not be abolished through terror and helpless- 
ness.’ 

11. May we be allowed to recall to Your Excellency that we are forced to 
remain Prussian Lithuanians against our wishes {we are nevertheless grateful that 
a small portion of our country to the north of Memel is at last officially liberated) 
because by far the greater part of the former territory of Lithuania, to the south of 
Memel, remains separated from us. In fact, not only the region to the north of 
Memel, but all the country included between Kurisches Haff, the Deime and the 
Pregel, with Darkemen, Goldap, Komenten, are a part of the former territory of 
Lithuania. The names of all the villages, cities, streams and lakes, as well as the 
mountains and hills, forests and districts are Lithuanian, and testify that they were 
a part of antique Lithuania, and consequently should in all justice be returned to 
Lithuania as Alsace-Lorraine was returned to France. 

Not only is it to the interest of Lithuania, but also to the entire Entente and the 
peace of the whole world, that Eastern Prussia, as ‘head’ of the monstrous ‘Prussian 
Militarism’, be sliced and cut to pieces in such a way that the Ermeland and 
Mazuria may go to Poland, and all the territory of former Lithuania to Lithuania, 
and that the remaining territory around Konigsberg be placed under the ad- 
ministration of the Entente. 

Appendix I to No. 49 

Mote from the Commander-m-Chief of the Allied Armies relative to action of Germans 
toward Officers of Allied Mission of Control 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN, NO. 62. 

December 30, igig. 

Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, 

Headquarters. 3rd Section, 

From : Marshal Foch. 

To: General Nudant, President, I.P.A.C., Cologne. 

Please transmit to the German Government the following communication from 
the Supreme Council : 

‘Frequently, officers and soldiers of the Interallied Commission, presided over by 
General Niessef, while exercising their mission of control, have been insulted and 
even attacked by German officers and soldiers. 

‘These outrages have been viewed with indifference and have sometimes even 
been committed in complicity with certain German authorities, to whom the task 
of assuring the security of the Allied personnel of control had been confided. 

‘Although they have already been the subject of verbal and written complaints 
addressed by General Niessel to Vice-Admiral Hopman, and although the German 
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Government has been oflicially informed by a joint note, remitted December 6, to 
the Minister Noske, Berlin, by Colonel Dosse, Chief of Staff of General Niessel, 
they have, nevertheless, remained unpunished to this day. 

‘The German Government which might claim itself powerless in regard to 
undisciplined troops in the Baltic outside its frontier’s, cannot, at a time ^vhen these 
troops are in its own territory, argue its powerlessness to cover impardonable acts 
[.yfc] for which it is responsible. 

‘Gonsec|uently, the Allied and Associated Powers demand that it impose without 
delay the necessary penalties on the culprits, and inform the Interallied Commis- 
sion of Control, of the execution of the measures prescribed on this subject.’ 

Appendix J to No. 49 
Document i 


Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff, No, 5848 
From: Marshal Foch. 

To: M. Clemenceau. 

Concording reports emanating from the French Military Mission in Berlin, and 
from various sources, point out, in Upper Silesia, a most disc[uieting situation 
created by the doings of the military party, with the toleration, if not under the 
secret protection, of the German Government. 

This situation, looked at from a military point of view, may be characterized as 
follows : 

1 . Concentrating in Upper Silesia of regular ^ important and efficient military forces. 

The effective of these forces^® largely exceeds the needs of the military situation 
and of the interior police. 

Their spirit, which is most ardent, is resolutely inclined towards resistance to the 
execution of the Treaty, by active propaganda in which LudendoiT himself seems 
to participate. Certain unities [sic], such as the Marine Brigade, are particularly 
feared by the populations, on account of their sentiments of hatred and violence. 

These forces, already too numerous, would be joined later by elements coming 
from the ‘Baltikum’ and whose bad character and want of discipline are well 
known.^® 

2. Abnormal development of the Police Forces. 

Besides these regular troops, the Germans extend the organization of their 
‘police forces’ in a proportion which is in no way justified by the interior situation 
of the country. 

In fact, these police formations, becoming more numerous under different 
denominations (Sicherheitswehr, Biirgerwehr, Reichswehrpolizei, etc.),^^ are 

IS Note in original: ‘This effective, estimated by certain information at 200,000 men, is 
not inferior, according to the most moderate calculations, to 80,000 men (effective prowded 
for the Allied troops of Occupation: 12,000 men).’ 

Note in original: ‘It is to be noted that, according to the promises of the German 
Government, these elements were to be sent to Central Germany.’ 

I’ Note in original: ‘Not less than twelve different organizations are mentioned.’ 
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Dec. 30, igig. 



recruited among the demobilized soldiers, and can constitute, at the first sign, real 
unities of reinforcement of regular troops. 

3. Influx of demobilized men from the '‘Baltikund . 

Lastly, numerous demobilized men from the ‘Baltikum’, particularly from the 
Iron Division — and not natives of Upper Silesia, are reported in the country, 
where they increase every day the ranks of the agitators. 

This situation calls for the attention of the Allied and Associated Governments. 

The concentration of such important forces, the presence of such active elements 
of agitation, the exalted sentiments by which they are agitated, may be the cause, at 
any moment, of serious incidents. 

In particular, it is to be feared that violence be exercised against the inhabitants 
during the evacuation pursuant to the going into force of the Treaty, that armed 
conflicts burst out with the Allied troops of occupation, and that the International 
Commission be thus, from the very beginning, placed before inextricable diffi- 
culties. 

In consec[uence, I deem it advisable to take this situation into account, as it 
involves the responsibility of Germany, and to invite the German Government to 
reduce without delay the force of their regular troops in Upper Silesia, as far as is 
consistent with the maintenance of interior order. 

If you share this point of view, the Ambassador, Secretary General of the Peace 
Conference, might be directed to make to M. von Lersner, Chief of the German 
Delegation, a communication on this subject, based on the annexed Note. 

Document 2 

h'ote concerning the Situation in Upper Silesia 

The Allied and Associated Powers carefully observed the continual reinforce- 
ment of the regular forces of the so-called ‘police forces’ in Upper Silesia. 

The importance of those forces is justified neither by the needs of the military 
situation nor by the maintenance of order. 

Such a situation is inconsistent with the desire expressed by the German Govern- 
ment to loyally execute the clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 

On the other hand, the difficulties which occurred in Gourland give reasons to 
fear that the German Government will be again powerless to control the events 
in Upper Silesia, after having permitted the elements of disorder to accumulate 
there. 

Consequently, the Allied and Associated Governments take note of the situation 
created in Upper Silesia, and wish to make clear to the German Government the 
responsibilities which are incumbent upon it, on that account. 

They deem that the following measures should be taken without delay in order 
to remedy this situation : 

1. Reduce the strength of the regular troops and police forces, at present in 
Upper Silesia, vCithin the strict limit consistent with the maintenance of order and 
the safeguard of public and private property. 

2. Eliminate from the regular troops and police forces all the elements having 
been part of the ‘Baltikum’ forces in 1919. 

3. Include, within the troops to be evacuated from Upper Silesia before the 
going into force of the Treaty, the Marine Brigade, the attitude of wliich is contrary 
to the pacification of the country. 
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4. T ake all necessary measures to put a stop to the appeals to resistance addressed 
to the troops of occupation by certain parties. 

5. Oppose the influx, in Upper Silesia, of the deniohilr^ed men not nativej s] of 
this country. 

The above various measures should be carried out as soon as possible, so that 
they may become fully effective as soon, as the Peace Treaty is put into force. 

Appendix K to No. 49 

Mote from the French Delegation 011 the situation in the Comitats of Western Hungary 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN, NO. 64, 
December go ^ iQiQ. 

. . . According^® to information received fx’om the French representative at 
Vienna, and despite the fact that the Allied Generals at Budapest were notified of 
the resolution of the Supreme Council, the Mission whose formation was decided 
upon has never been constituted, and the Magyar authorities have continued to 
exercise uncontrolled authority in the Comitats attributed to Austria by the Treaty 
of Saint-Germain. 

A continuation of this situation may entail serious drawbacks, as it favours the 
spreading of false news in the Hungarian Press tending to pretend that the Entente 
has not made a final decision in the matter. This situation also encourages the 
development of a propaganda in Hungary in favour of maintaining these Comitats 
under Magyar sovereignty, and it has been announced in Budapest that a ‘League 
of Western Hungary’ to organize this propaganda has been formed. There are 
even reasons to indicate that the Hungarian Delegation may attempt to present 
a proposal to the Peace Conference asking for a revision of the Saint-Germain 
Treaty. If, on the contrary, the Interallied Military Mission were sent to the 
territories in question it would show that the Allied and Associated Powers do not 
intend to have the provisions of a Treaty, signed scarcely three months, brought up 
again for discussion. 

Under these circumstances, it would be desirable to invite the Allied Generals 
at Budapest to immediately send the Military Mission, decided upon on October 2, 
to the Comitats attributed to Austria. 

Appendix L to No.' 49 
Document i 

PARIS, Dec. 26, igiQ- 

From. : The Secretary General of the Economic Commission. 

To : The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

Iflie Gzecho-Slovakian Delegation has sent directly to the President of the 
Economic Commission, the two proposals, copies of which are hereto annexed.*'^ 

The first paragraph of this note recapitulated the decision taken in this matter by the 
Supreme Council on October 2, 1919: see Vol. I, No. 69, minute 8. 

The first of these proposals is printed as document 2 in this appendix; the second, 
described below, is not printed. 
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On account of the technical difficulties raised by those two proposals, the Com- 
mission was of the opinion that the first, concerning the exportation of Czecho- 
slovakian coal to Austria, should be submitted to the Commission dealing with 
this supply. 

The second suggests that, ‘in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary, the same ad- 
vantages should be recognized to Gzecho-Slovakia as to the other Allied and 
Associated Powers, participating in the reparations, as far as concerns the proceeds 
of the liquidations of enemy properties in the new States’. For this purpose, the 
Gzecho-Slovakian Delegation proposes the suppression, in the Treaty with Hun- 
gary, of Article 267 of the Treaty of St. Germain, and the corresponding modifica- 
tion of Article 249. The Economic Commission is of the opinion that the attention 
of the Czecho-Slovakian Delegation should be called to the fact that, even if the 
modifications recjuested were granted, Gzecho-Slovakia would not be, for this 
reason, entitled to utilize the proceeds of the liquidation, for the settlement of its 
reparations, as these proceeds can only be charged with indemnities pertaining to 
Gzecho-Slovakian property and ci'edits in Hungary. 

The Secretary GenH of the Economic Commission to the Peace Conference: 

D. Serruys, 


Document 2 

Part X. Section I, Commercial Relations 
Chapter I. Regulation[s]^ Taxes, and Custo?ns Restrictions 
Consideration 

Article 224 of the Treaty of Saint-Germain pledges Gzecho-Slovakia and Poland 
to maintain, during a certain period, a favourable duty i-egime for the exportation 
of coal to Austria, and even, until such times as a permanent settlement is reached, 
to take positive measures with a view to the provisioning of Austria with coal. 

As it appears that the Treaty with Hungary is to be, in general, drawn up 
according to the same principles as were applied in the drafting of the Saint- 
Germain Treaty, it seems probable that the Supreme Council will insert an analo- 
gous article in the Peace Conditions with Hungai’y. 

Now', the Gzecho-Slovak Delegation wishes to call the following fects, pertaining 
to this question, to the attention of the Peace Conference : 

The coal consumption throughout all Hungary, before the war, amounted to 
about 15 million tons per year. The Hungarian mines furnished 10,200,000 tons 
towards this consumption; 2,8oo[? 000] tons were imported from Germany, 
especially from Upper Silesia, and about 1,500,000 was received from the Ostrau- 
Karvin Basin, A considerable proportion, at least 3,500,000 tons, of the total 
consumption, was destined for the needs of the former Hungarian territories, which 
now form part of the Czecho-Slovak Republic. More than 50% of the coal im- 
ported from Germany, and 75% of the importations from the Gstrau-Karvin 
Basin remained'^in Slovakia, The lignite required by this region was received at 
the rate of about 480,000 tons from Salgo-Tarjan, and 300,000 tons from Handle va. 

Under the present circumstances there only remains the Handle va mines in the 
territory of the Gzecho-Slovak Republic, as the Salgo-Tarjan mines are included 
in the Hungarian territory. Now, these latter mines furnished about 480,000 tons 
of lignite per year to Slovakia, while the Ostrau-Karvin Basin exported only about 
200,000 tons of coal out of Gzecho-Slovakia as it is now bounded. By considering 
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the difference in the caloric value of these two kinds of coal it is shown that, judging 
by the pre-war figures, the territories of former Hungary located outside of Czecho- 
slovakia were at a considerable advantage in comparison with the latter. This 
expose shows clearly that Gzecho-Slovakia should not be expected to furnish the 
coal provision for Hungary. 

For these reasons the Gzecho-Slovak Delegation takes the liberty of presenting 
the following 

Proposal: 

In the event that the insertion of an Article in the Peace Treaty with Hungary 
analogous with Article 224 in the Treaty of Saint-Germain would be provided for, 
the Gzecho-Slovak Republic should not be included in the States that are to adopt 
measures with a view to facilitating the provisioning of Hungary with coal. 

No. 50 

H. D. 1 2 1 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai dHrsay, Saturday, January 

ig20, at lo.go a.m.. 

Present: U.S.A,: Plon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Plarrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Growe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat : Great Britain: Gapt. Lothian Small. France: M. 

Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Cdt. [«V] Macnamara, R.N., Mr. Malkin. 

France: General Weygand, General Le Rond, Admiral Le Vavasseiir, 
Colonel Requin, M. Hermitte, M. Kammerer, M. Alphand, M. de 
Montille, M. Fromageot. 

Italy: G. Amiral Grassi, M. Stranieri, Gdt. Gabetti, M. Pilotti. 

I. The Council had before it a Note dated January i, 1920, from the Chair- 

man of the German Delegation to the Secretary General 
MegotmtionswiiK the Ger- Conference (Appendix A) . 

'Ae'proiafoF‘°"'^‘"“”^ Vioe-Admirai, Le Vavasseue wished to draw the 
Council’s attention to one passage of the letter from 
Baron von Lersner. The Chairman of the German Delegation said that The 
Allies, as M. Loucheur had recalled, must have reckoned on jhe existence in 
Germany of more than 700,000 tons of floating docks when drawing up their 
list’. This was a gratuitous suggestion on the part of Baron von Lersner. In 
the Allied negotiations with the Germans, no inclusive figure had ever been 
mentioned: the Germans had therefore no reason for saying that one had 
been fixed. When the naval experts decided to claim 400,000 tons of material 
of all kinds to be handed over by Germany as reparation for the Scapa Fhwv 
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iiicidentj the information at their disposal as to the material existing in 
German ports gave the approximate figure of 620,000 tons, and their claim 
was based on this figure. The difference between their calculation and those 
of the Germans was therefore due to the difference between 620,000 and 
520,000 and not between 700,000 and 520,000. He repeated that no maxi- 
mum figure was ever given during negotiations, 

M. Gambon agreed that the Allies must therefore maintain their figures. 
Baron von Lersner was ill : in order that blame for the delays in bringing the 
Treaty into force, for which the Germans were really to blame, might not be 
imputed to the Allies, M. Dutasta was prepared to go and visit him with 
M. Loucheur and would inform him that the Allies maintained their figures. 
It was important that the ensuing conversation should be carefully noted. 

M. Dutasta suggested leaving a memorandum with Baron von Lersner. 

Vice-Admiral Le Vavasseur said Commander Macnamara had drafted 
a note which might serve as a basis for drafting the memorandum. Its 
essential points were as follows : 

1 . Baron von Lersner’s letter was inexact as far as floating dock tonnage 
was concerned. 

2. No figure from the inventories prepared by the Allied naval experts 
was communicated to the Germans during the conversations between them 
and the Allied naval experts. 

3. The chief subjects of discussion had been the 8o,ooo-ton dock at 
Hamburg and the two 50,000-ton docks reported at Danzig; these were, 
indeed, the two most remarkable cases of disagreement between the inven- 
tories supplied by the Allied experts and the German documents; but it was 
never said that the Allies adopted as their own other information communi- 
cated by the German delegates. Finally, the figure of 700,000 tons mentioned 
by M. Loucheur was given only by way of example and for comparison with 
the figure of 600,000 tons which also the Germans had given by way of 
example : neither figure was exact. 

M. Gambon thought that a document to this effect should be read to 
Baron von Lersner who would be asked to take note of it. 

It was decided: 

that in reply to the letter of January 1, 1920, from the Chairman of the 
German Delegation, the Secretary General of the Peace Conference should 
inform Baron von Lersner (who would be requested to take note of the 
fact) that, the Allies had never based their calculations upon the existence 
in Germany of 700,000 tons of floating docks, and that they maintained 
the figure of 624,000 tons. 

2. The Council had before it a note dated January 2, 1920, (Appendix B). 
Ne<roiiations with the GENERAL Le Rond reported that during recent con- 
German Delegation con- versations the attitude of the German delegates had 
ccrning the putting into obviously changed : they seemed to have understood that 
force of the Treaty Allies did not intend to make extravagant claims, 

but that on the contrary, they keenly desired to disturb as little as possible 
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the life of those regions that were going to pass temporarily under their 
control. Nevertheless, the situation had hardly changed: the German Dele- 
gates had not full powers; they had to refer constantly to Berlin and 
could only express personal opinions. Fresh experts had been summoned to 
settle questions concerning the Allenstein and Marienwerder territories, and 
to deal with questions of a military nature arising out of the relief of German 
troops by Allied contingents. M. von Simson had also pointed out that a 
series of problems remained to be settled concerning Memel and Danzig 
as well as the working of boundary commissions, and that it was also neces- 
sary to conclude the German-Polish negotiations begun in Berlin; finally, 
he had drawn the attention of the Allies to the Slesvig questions. M. von 
Simson had also asked what procedure the Allies had in mind for the several 
Commissions taking over their functions — he meant the Interallied Rhine- 
land Fligh Commission, the Military, Naval and Air Control Commissions,, 
and the Reparation Commission; did they intend merely to notify Germany 
that the authority of these Commissions had come into force or to negotiate 
with her on the matter? He must say that the German delegates seemed 
merely to expect notification on the part of the Allies. 

With regard to the organization of boundary commissions, he thought it 
would be sufficient to give M. von Simson the text of the instructions and 
note already approved by the Supreme Council.* With the Council’s per- 
mission he would do this. The Chairman of the German Delegation had also 
asked him whether the Allies intended to summon the German members of 
these Commissions to Paris. That was a question which had still to be de- 
cided. As far as the settlement of Slesvig questions was concerned, there was 
a Commission on the spot to take all the necessary steps. M. von Simson 
was, however, not aware whether the German representatives had ratified 
the agreement prepared by it. In this connection he would point out to the 
Council that the Danish Minister had been very much disturbed by the 
news published in the press that the cost of upkeep of troops of occupation in 
plebiscite zones would be charged to the States to whom the territory was 
attributed. He pointed out that, as far as Slesvig was concerned, the Treaty 
expressly provided for the division of these expenses between Germany and 
Denmark. Obviously, a decision of the Supreme Council could not be carried 
out in contradiction of an article of the Treaty, and, moreover, the decision 
in question referred only to the plebiscite territories of eastern Germany. 

With regard to Memel, M. von Simson pointed out that Germany would 
be justified in withdrawing her officials. This was true and might certainly 
cause an awkward state of affairs. He therefore thought it would be well to 
conclude an arrangement prepared on the Allied side by a special commission 
working on the following bases: {a) temporary retention of office by German 
officials with all their existing guarantees; {b) retention of the existing and 
creation of a higher jurisdiction; (c) retention of German legislation; (d) 
delivery to the Allies of property belonging to the Reich or to Prussia; 
(e) provisional retention of the economic and financial status quo. 

* See Vol. I, No. 74, note 6. 
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Similarly, it would be well to make arrangements concerning German 
officials and services in Danzig. 

M. von Simson did not object in principle to the provisions maldng the 
German Government responsible for the upkeep of offices responsible for 
disbursement of public monies in plebiscite territories. The German dele- 
gates even seemed ready to advance the necessary funds for the troops of 
occupation. 

He would be grateful if the Council would kindly give him instructions on 
the points still in dispute. He recalled the fact that, as far as Upper Silesia 
and the Allenstein and Marienwerder territories were concerned, negotia- 
tions were proceeding (replies from Berlin were awaited) and that the 
German- Polish negotiations were beginning that very day. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the questions enumerated by General Le 
Rond must be settled before the signature of the Protocol. 

General Le Rond replied that they must be settled but that could be done 
in a very few days. 

M. Gambon asked General Le Rond to be good enough to enumerate each 
of the questions still remaining to be settled : so that the Council might come 
to decisions upon them one by one. 

General Le Rond said the first question was as follows : ought they merely 
to notify the German Government of the assumption of office of the Inter- 
allied Rhineland High Commission, the Military, Naval and Air Control 
Commissions and the Reparation Commission, or should they enter into 
negotiations on the subject? 

General Weygand reminded the Council that this point had already 
been settled. Germany had already been informed that the Control Com- 
missions would act officially from the coming into force of the Treaty and 
that from that time the delegations which those Commissions already had in 
Berlin would have power to act on behalf of the Commissions. 

M. Gambon stated that in the opinion of the Council there was no need to 
enter into negotiations with the Germans concerning the assumption of 
office by the Commissions just enumerated; notification would be sufficient. 

General Le Rond said that the second point was the transfer of sovereignty 
in Memel; should a special commission prepare a separate arrangement on 
this subject? 

M. Cambon thought that the commission might at the same time prepare 
an arrangement for Danzig. He asked whether a special commission must 
be constituted. 

M. Scialoja proposed that the task should be entrusted to the Commission 
on Polish Affairs. 

OENEiLfVL Le Rond agreed on condition that the Commission might co-opt 
any experts whose opinion it considered necessaiy. 

M. Gambon accepted this solution on behalf of the Council. 

As for arrangements which the Slesvig Commission might have made with 
the German authorities, there was nothing for them to decide; it was merely 
a matter of asking Copenhagen for information. 
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General Le Rond, referring to the organization of boundary commissions, 
believed he was right in thinking that the Council had no objection to his 
transmitting a copy of the instructions approved on October 15^ to M. von 
Simson ; but ought they to summon the German members of those commis- 
sions to Paris? 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what was the object of holding the meeting in 
Paris, To him the question seemed essentially a technical one. 

General Le Rond replied that it was a question of coming to an under- 
standing as to working methods. It was for this reason and because the same 
methods must be universally applied that they had not granted the claim 
made by the Belgian Government that the members of the German-Belgian 
Boundary Commission should meet at Brussels. 

M. Sgialoja was of opinion that the German representatives should be 
summoned. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed that this would be better. 

General Le Rond suggested alternative solutions; either the Allies should 
come to an agreement and when this was done, appoint a meeting place with 
the Germans, or they should summon the Germans to Paris. 

M. Gambon offered a third solution : the Allies could come to an agreement 
at Paris and, once that was done, summon the Germans. It was most essential 
that they should be in agreement before the Germans took part in their dis- 
cussions. 

(The Council accepted this proposal.) 

General Le Rond said there remained the Saar question ; Colonel Requin 
would lay it before the Council. 

Colonel Requin recalled the fact that, in a letter dated December 28, 
Baron von Lersner had raised the question of the regime to be applied during 
the transition period preceding the formation of the Government Commission 
for the Saar. The German delegation thus admitted that there would be a 
transition period; but it was of opinion that the armistice regime could not be 
retained during that period. On this point they were in perfect agreement 
with the Germans. The French Government and Marshal Foch had never 
spoken of an armistice regime properly so called; but they considered that 
the present regime though possibly relaxed to some extent must be retained. 
It would, indeed, be impossible to restore the government of the Saar terri- 
tory to the Germans, since, as soon as the Treaty came into force, the French 
administration would take possession of the mines under the terms of the 
Treaty itself. Control by the military authority in occupation was therefore 
essential. It was nevertheless clear that the present regime could be relaxed 
to such extent as did not prejudice the safety of the troops and on condition 
that no undertaking was given calculated subsequently to impair the free- 
dom of action of the governing Commission. Marshal Foch had already 
given instructions to that effect. It was none the less certain that questions 
of detail would have to be settled with the German authorities, since the 
bonds uniting the German Saar administration with the Treves and Spire 
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authorities were severed with the coming into force of the Treaty. Baron von 
Lersner proposed that they should negotiate on the matter with the chief 
administrator of Coblenz. They thought it better to return to the first solu» 
tion proposed by the Germans themselves, that the necessary powers for 
these negotiations should be given to a Saar official. At the beginning of 
occupation and indeed for several months, the French authorities, with the 
consent of the German authorities, had dealt with a Saar official entitled the 
Verwaltungsprasident. It had certainly been necessary to expel the official 
in question on account of the part he had played during the recent strikes, 
but there was nothing to prevent the retention of the same system. It would 
therefore be well to reply to Baron von Lersner explaining the Allied point 
of view on the question of principle and indicating that questions of detail 
would be settled with a Saar official properly accredited by the German 
authorities. 

Sir Eyre Crowe had no objections to make to this proposal. 

Mr. Wallace could make no statement without special instructions from 
his Government. 

In this connection he wished to say that, in view of the present political 
situation in the United States, his Government was very anxious that the 
minutes should leave no doubt as to the attitude adopted by the American 
delegate. On December 20, a resolution was adopted on which he had made 
a formal reservation. Nevertheless, the Note provided for in that resolution 
and despatched, embodying in the text the formula ‘the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers’. He asked that that formula should not be 
used in any document to which the American Government had not given its 
explicit consent. 

M. Gambon said that the observations made by Mr. Wallace would be 
noted in the minutes. 

Colonel Repuin said that they must therefore define three points in the 
reply: i. retention in principle of control of local administration by the 
military authority; 2. relaxation of the military regime as far as possible; 
3. settlement of questions of detail by negotiations between the French 
authorities and a Saar official accredited by the German Government. 

General Weygand wished to point out, in connection with the observa- 
tion made by Mr. Wallace, that there was no question of innovation : the 
Council had already decided while Mr. Polk was sitting on it that the existing 
regime should be retained in the Saar territory after the coming into force 
of the Treaty and until the constitution of the Government Commission : 

It was decided: 

1. tliat there was no need to enter into negotiations mth the German 

Government concerning the entry into office of the Inter-Allied 
Rhineland High Commission, the Military, Naval axid Air Control 
Commissions and the Reparation Commission; the entry into force 
of these Commissions would, merely be notified. 

2. that the Commission on Polish Affairs, which was authorized to co-opt 

any experts it might consider of use, should, as quickly as possible, 
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prepare draft arrangements with the German Government concern” 
ing the transfer of sovereignty in Memel and Danzig, 

3. that General Le Rond should communicate to M. von Simson the text 

of the instructions and of the Note for the boundary commissions as 
approved by the Supreme Council, and that the German members of 
those Commissions should be summoned to Paris when agreement 
had been reached between the AUied representatives to those Com- 
missions on all questions to be settled. 

4, that, with regard to the regime of the Saar territory after the coming 

into force of the Treaty and before the nomination of the Govern- 
ment Commission, the Chairman of the German Delegation should 
he informed : (a) that the control of local administration by the 
military authority was in principle retained ; (b) that the regime of 
military occupation would be relaxed as far as possible; (c) that 
questions of detail would be settled by negotiations between the 
French authorities and a Saar official properly accredited by the 
German Government. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the last paragraph of the present resolution 
to Washington for instructions from his Government. 


3. The Council had before it a note dated January 3, 1920, from the 

Prisoners of War Commission (Appendix C^). 

Powers of the Alphand read and commented upon the text of the note 

cmmkmn Commission. 

Mr. Wallace said that as there had been no American 
delegate on the Commission, he must reserve his opinion. 

After a short discussion it was decided : 

1. That the Commission for the Repatriation of Prisoners of War estab- 

lished by Article 215 of the Treaty of Versailles should be authorized, 
on meeting the Germans, to settle with them various questions 
connected with repatriation, in particular those concerning the cost 
of repatriation, the search for missing men, the restoration of articles 
and valuables belonging to prisoners of war. 

2. That those questions which were not inserted in the chapter on Repara- 

tions should be settled independently of the Gommission.3 The 
various delegations to the Prisoners of War Commission should 
nevertheless keep in touch and act in agreement with delegates for 
relevant matters on the Reparation Commission. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the last paragraph of the present resolution 
to Washington for instructions from his Government. 

4. Sir Eyre Crowe recalled the fact that at a previous meeting he had 

stated that Mr. Lloyd George’s comingv* visit to Paris 
ieamfofMions be such as would alter the views of the British 

Government concerning the agenda for the first meeting 
of the Council of the League of Nations. At the present meeting he wished 

2 Not printed. This note submitted the two proposals adopted by tlic Supreme Coiindi. 

3 The text here is defective. In the: proposal submitted by the C;onimi.ssio.ii on Prisoners 
of War this phrase read ‘independently of the action of the Reparations Commission’. 



to inform the Supreme Council that this circumstance had in no way changed 
the opinion of his Government, which still thought that the nomination of 
the Saar Boundary Commission alone should appear in the agenda for the 
first meeting, the fixing of the agenda for the following meetings being left to 
the Council of the League. 

M. Berthelot said that as nothing was changed in the previous decision 
of the Supreme Council, they had only still to decide the date of the convo- 
cation of the Council. Had Sir Eyre Crowe any information concerning the 
wish, said to have been expressed by Sir Eric Drummond, for the postpone- 
ment of the first meeting for several days in order to give more solemnity to 
the occasion? 

Sir Eyre Crowe knew nothing about this. In any case Sir Eric Drum- 
mond was not competent to express the views of the Government ; he only 
represented the Secretariat. 

M. Mantoux added that, on account of the political election to be held in 
France from January ii to 17, M. Leon Bourgeois*^ would also like the first 
meeting to be postponed. 

M. Berthelot considered that there could obviously be no difficulty in 
holding the first meeting of the Council only several days after the coming 
into force of the Treaty. 

M. SciALOjA asked what day was arranged for the Treaty coming into 
force. He had been summoned for January 6. 

M. Berthelot said that that was the date chosen at first, but the delay in 
the negotiations with the German delegates would necessitate postponing 
it for several days. 

Mr. Wallace wished to inform the Council of the views of his Govern- 
ment on the matter. Mr. Wallace read the note which appears as Appen- 
dix D. 

Sir Eyre Crowe considered that it was for them to find the most practical 
method. If he understood aright, the convocation would take place in two 
phases : the President of the United States would issue the official convoca- 
tion when he knew the day and hour fixed for the meeting; but before that, 
it would be well to inform the Powers represented on the Council of the 
League unofficially that the meeting would take place at an early date to be 
definitely fixed later. It would be best for this unofficial notice to be sent to 
the Powers concerned by the President of the Conference or the Secretariat- 
General. An invitation would then be given by telegraph in a form chosen 
by President Wilson. 

M, Cambon promised to inform the Government of the United States as 
soon as the Gonncil had decided on a date for the meeting. 

It was decided : 

that the Secretariat-General of the Conference should unofficially inform 
the Powers represented on the Council of the League of Nations that the 
first meeting of the Council would take place a few days after the coming 
M. Bourgeois was elected President of the French Senate on January 14, 1920, and was 
Chairman of the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations on January 16, 1920. 
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into force of the Treaty, and should indicate in his [stcj communication that 
the official convocation would be sent to those Powers by the President of 
the United States. 

5. The Council had before it a telegram dated December 29, 1919, from 
Evacuation of civilian General Franchet d’Esperey (Appendix E). 

population from districts M. Kammerer read and commented upon the tele- 
abandoned by Denikin's gram from General Franchet d’Esperey. 

Sir Eyre Crowe was not in a position to express an 
opinion on the C|uestion. He doubted whether the British Government 
would be prepared to authorize an Allied authority to take charge of the 
evacuation and to have the Allies themselves bear the costs of evacuation. 
He thought this a dangerous step to take. 

M. Kammerer suggested in that case giving powers of direction to the 
Allied agents on the spot. The Bolsheviks advanced on Odessa six months 
ago, and everybody was convinced that the occupation of the town would 
only be temporary: departure was therefore rendered easy. At present things 
were different and there was no advantage to be gained by encouraging 
emigration; it was nevertheless certain that thousands would [?dis]embark 
at Constantinople, and they could not be left to die of hunger, 

M. Gambon pointed out that the Western Powers had also very important 
material interests in those districts and the large quantities of military and 
naval material which risked falling into Bolshevist hands must also be taken 
into account. 

M. Kammerer thought that there was no need for special instructions on 
this point. General Denikin or the Allied military authorities would do what 
was necessary. Their concern was with individuals. It must be explained to 
General Denikin that there was no need to evacuate many people ; but it was 
hard to be indifferent to the laws of humanity. 

Sir Eyre Crowe recalled the fact that at the time of the evacuation of 
northern Russia, Russians were not allowed to embark for Europe, 

M. Kammerer agreed, but thought the situation in the present case some- 
what different. They had had several months in which to prepare the evacua- 
tion; also, as events had proved, the northern districts were not really 
threatened by the Bolshevist armies. At Odessa they would have to antici- 
pate vengeance on the part of the Bolsheviks; many people would flee, but 
the whole question was, what was to become of them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe would have to consult his Government. 

The rest of the discussion was adjourned. 

6. A Report dated December 31, 1919, from the Central Territorial Com- 

Occupation of the But ™ laid before the Council (Appindix F 5 ) . 

District by Greek troops After a short discussion it was decided : 

1. that Greece should be authorized immediately to occupy the Buk 
Bridgehead allocated to her by Article 27 of the Treaty of Neuilly. 

•■5 Not printed. This brief report recommended the proposals adopted by the Supreme 
Council. 
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2. General Francliet d’Esperey would be informed of this decision, and 
would take the necessary executive measures. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instruc- 
tions from his Government.) 

7. 

Requests for the opinion of [Not printed]® 

the Drafting Committee on 
interpretation of the Treaty 


8 . Sir Eyre Crowe recalled to the Council that Marshal Foch had sug- 
gested sending General Niessel to Esthonia on behalf of the 
} . Allied Powers to negotiate an arrangement between the 
u emc s / my Government and General Yudenitch. He has [>fr] 

asked the opinion of his Government on this suggestion. The British Govern- 
ment thought that the Niessel mission could hardly be of great utility. 
Yudenitch’s army was gradually being absorbed by the Esthonian Army. 
That was a quite natural development in which it was better not to interfere. 
If the Allies approved of this progressive absorption there was no need to send 
a special mission. It would be enough if the Allied representatives at Reval 
informed the Esthonian Government that the Allied Powers were not op- 
posed to its thus engaging in its service elements of Yudenitch’s Army: non- 
commissioned ranks would be absorbed first of all, but the same thing might 
well happen in the case of the officers. 

M. Gambon said that Marshal Foch had informed the Council that he was 
recalling General Niessel to Paris to await fresh instructions from the 
Supreme Council. Under those circumstances and as the matter did not 
seem urgent, he proposed that it should be adjourned till Monday.^ 

The rest of the discussion was adjourned. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

^ The Supreme Council considered a brief note from the Drafting Committee, dated 
January 2, 1920 (appendix G in original), reporting that the Czechoslovak delegation had 
asked it for ‘information as to the interpretation of certain articles of the Treaty of Saint 
Germain’, and inquiring whether it was authorized to give such interpretations. After a 
short discussion ‘it was decided that without arf /joc permission from the Supreme Council 
the Drafting Committee was not authorized to give to delegations which might apply to it, 
interpretations of clauses of the Treaties’. 

7 January 5, 1920. 
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Appendix A to No. 50 

Note of January i, igi9[ig2o],from German Delegation to Supreme Council 
regarding delivery of Floating Docks on basis of 624,2^9 tons 

AMERICAN EMBASSYj PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 77. 

January g, igao. 

The President of the German Delegation. paris, January /, igao. 

No. A 1782. 

From: Baron von Lersner. 

To : The Secretary General of the Peace Conference. 

Being, on account of a cold, confined to bed for three days, by order of the 
doctor, and unable to visit you personally, I should like to communicate imme- 
diately, to your Excellency, a written summary of the remarks of my Government, 
concerning the estimate of our tonnage of floating docks, indicated in the document 
which was remitted to me, on behalf of the President of the Peace Conference. 

According to the data of our technical Commission, the estimate of the tonnage 
made by the Gei’mans has been, in the meetings held with the Allies, examined in 
detail, discussed thoroughly and found in accordance with the Allied estimates. 
The Allies did not assert that we mentioned docks not carried in their statement; 
they merely indicated that a large floating dock of 80,000 tons at Hamburg and 
two floating docks of about 50,000 tons at Dantzig, were omitted in the German 
list. Consecfuently, the Allies, as M. Loucheur remembered, were obliged to base 
their estimate on the existence in Germany of more than 700,000 tons of floating 
docks. 

The amount, 624,275 tons, of German floating docks has never been indicated 
to our technical Commission or to myself. We were obliged to count, therefore, 
that the Allies calculated our floating tonnage as being over 700,000 tons. If, 
therefore, as I have said several times to your Excellency and to M. Loucheur, 
during our last confidential conversations, our tonnage of floating docks really 
existing is in accordance with the German valuation, we should not have to 
deliver more than our last offer of 30,000 tons of tonnage to be built, but, on the 
contrary, notably less. 

Please accept. 

Appendix B to No. 50 
Document I 

Negotiations with the German Delegation relative to the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Versailles 

January 2, igao. 

Note to the Supreme Council 

In the course of the Conference of December 30th and 31st, 1919, and of 
January ist, 1920 between General Le Rond, assisted by Messrs. Rennie and Pavia, 
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and the German Delegation, presided over by Adr. von Simson, the question rela- 
tive to first duties of the Interallied Commissions in the plebiscite territories were 
taken up, except the questions which the German Delegation had not the necessary 
experts in Paris to examine. 

At the conclusion of the Conference of January ist, Mr. von Simson remarked 
that, in connection with the Eastern frontiers of Germany, the questions referred to 
in Paragraph 4 of the Note of the Supreme Council, dated November i, 1919, 
which was addressed to the German Government, relative to the operations of the 
Delimitation Commissions, were still unsettled, as well as the conclusion of the 
negotiations between Poland and Germany which were opened in Berlin, and 
which, according to the Supreme Council, w^ere to be concluded in Paris. 

Mr. von Simson then asked what action would be taken relative to the questions 
enumerated in the following paragi'aphs of the note above referred to ; 

1. Assuming of duties by the Interallied High Commission on Rhenish terri- 
tories. 

2. Assuming of duties by the Military, Naval, and Aeronautic Delegations. 

3. Assuming of duties by the Reparations Commission. 

4. Transfer of Government in the Saar Basin. 

Mr. von Simson remarked that, concerning the questions i, 2 and 3, he did not 
believe it necessary to open a discussion, but insisted particularly upon the neces- 
sity of regulating certain problems presented in question 4. 

Pursuant to these remarks the German Delegation addressed two notes, copies 
of which are hereto annexed, to General Le Rond on January 2. 

Document 2 

' German Peace Delegation, 

PARIS, January 2 , ig20. 

From: von Simson. 

To : General Le Rond, 

The Note of the Allied and Associated Governments, under date of November i , 
1919, in enumerating the questions to be settled before the entry into force of the 
Peace Treaty, by the Representatives of the Allies, mentions the transfer of Govern- 
ment in the Saar Basin. 

The German Delegation requests that a meeting be called in which this subject 
may be treated. During the meeting it would be desirable, in particular, to deter- 
mine the manner in which the administration of the territory is to be conducted 
until such times as the Commission to be appointed by the Council of the League 
of Nations will be in a position to take over the Government. 

At the same time the German Delegation would be grateful for information 
concerning the statutes relative to the rights of the officials and employees of the 
State coal exploitation in the Saar Basin, who will enter the service of the French 
State. The elabbration of the statutes was promised by the French Delegates at 
the time of the Saarbruck negotiations during the month of August. In the interest 
of the officials and employees concerned, who are in a justified state of unrest, it 
would appear particularly necessary to reach an agreement as soon as possilDle 
relative to the conditions under which they are to enter the service of the French 
'State., V ■ 

Accept, etc. 
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Document 3 

German Peace Delegation. 

PARIS, January 2 , iq 20 . 

From; von Simson. 

To: General Le Rond. 

The Note of the Allied and Associated Governments, under date of November i, 
1919, in enumerating the subjects to be settled by the Representatives of the 
German Government together with the Representatives of the Allies, mentions 
among other things the labours of the Delimitation Commissions which are to be 
assembled within a period of fifteen days after the entry into force of the Peace 
Treaty. This refers to the Commissions which are instructed to fix the German- 
Belgium frontier; the Saar Basin frontier; the German-Polish frontier; the frontier 
of the future free city of Dantzig, and that of the Gzecho-Slovak State. 

The German Delegation requests that a conference be arranged in order that the 
manner in which the labours of these Commissions is to be conducted may be 
settled. At the same time, the German Delegation would be grateful for a list of 
the names of the members of the Delimitation Commissions. 

Accept, etc. 


Appendix D to No. 50 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

January 2, ig20. 

Memorandum : 

The Government of the United States regrets that owing to the present political 
situation of America not to [«r] be able to send the preliminary notice as proposed 
in the resolution of November loth.® 

It might, however, be possible for the Department of State to verbally inform in 
Washington the diplomatic representatives of the Nations represented on the 
Council of the League of Nations. 

In the event that this procedure were not considered advisable, it is proposed 
that M. Clemenceau, in his quality of President of the Peace Conference send 
notice to the Nations represented on the Council of the League that President 
Wilson will call the first meeting of the Council immediately after the going into 
effect of the Treaty by virtue of the deposit of ratifications by three of the Allied and 
Associated Powers and by Germany. 

The Department of State would like to know if it is desired that the preliminary 
notice be given by the Department of State or by M. Clemenceau; and desires to 
know : 

The hour, the date and the exact place where it is desired to have the meeting 
take place. 

The President intends to send the convocation in the following sense : 

‘In compliance with article Five of the Covenant of the League of Nations which 
went into effect at the same time as the Treaty of Versailles of June 28th, 1919, of 
Vvdiich it is a part, the President of the United States, acting on behalf of those 
nations which have deposited their instruments of ratification in Paris as certified 

8 See No. 18, minute 6. 
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in a proces-verbal to agreement of by [sic] the French Government dated (....) 
has the honour to inform the Government of ... . that the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations will be held in Paris on (date). 

‘The President earnestly ventures the hope that the Government of ... . 
will be in a position to send a representative to this first meeting. He feels that it 
is unnecessary for him to point out the deep significance attached to this meeting 
or the importance which it must assume in the eyes of the world. 

Tt will mark the beginning of a new era in international cooperation and the 
first step toward the ideal concert of nations. It will bring the League of Nations 
into being as a living force devoted to the task of assisting the peoples of all coun- 
tries in their desire for peace, prosperity and happiness. The President is convinced 
that its progress will accord with the noble purposes to which it is dedicated.’ 

If this draft meets with the approval of the Supreme Council, the hour, date and 
the place of meeting should be added at the end of the first paragraph. 


Appendix E to No. 50 


Telegram from General Franchet TEsperey of December 2g regarding situation 
on Denikinas Army Front 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 
ESH BULLETIN NO. 76. 
January igso. 

French Delegation. 


CONSTANTINOPLE, December sg, igig- 

The present situation on the Denikin Army front^ indicates that an impor- 
tant percentage of the civil population will attempt to escape from the Bolshevists 
by sea. 

On account of the disorder and the lack of resources at the disposal of the Russian 
authorities the care of these refugees will devolve upon the Allies, as they cannot 
allow them to die of hunger. 

It is impossible to receive them at Constantinople, as the city is overpopulated 
now and the cost of living is very dear, without incurring the risk of famine and 
epidemic. I will investigate locally to what extent the Serbians and. Bulgarians can 
come to our assistance. 

I have already taken the matter up with the High Commissioners of the Allies 
and the British Command, but I am of the opinion that the question cannot be 
satisfactorily regulated unless the Supreme Council agrees: 

1 . to appoint a supreme Allied authority to ensure the conduct of the affair, 
as a centralization of authority is necessary in order to avoid the hesitancies and 
difficulties which occurred last spring, 

2. to fix the share each Power must contribute towards the expenses. In my 
opinion, all the Great Powers and Greece should participate in the expenses. 

I would be grateful to have this question examined at once by the Supreme 
Council. 

5 Cf. No. 51, appendices D and E. 
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No. 51 


H. D. 122.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. PichoF s Room^ Quai d' Or say ^ Paris, Monday, January y, 

igso, at lo.go am. 

Present: U.S.A.: Plon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Plarrison. 

Great Britain: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Great Britain: Gapt, Lothian Small. France: M. de 
Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Gmdr. Lucas, R.N., Cmdr. Macnamara, R.N., Lt. Col, 
Kisch, Mr. Malkin, Mr. Herman, Mr. Millington Drake, 

France: M. Gambon, M. Loucheur, M. Leygues, Gen. Weygand, 
Gen. Le Rond, M. Laroche, M. Seydoux, Adi. Le Vavasseur, 
M. Ivammerer, M. Fromageot, M. Hermitte, M. Arnavon, M. de 
Montille, Gapt. Roper. 

Italy: Gen. Cavallero, Vice- Adi. Grassi, M. Pilotti. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I . M. Loucheur stated that at the preceding meeting of the Council he had 

explained the state of the negotiations with the German 
State of negotiations Delegation concerning the tonnage claimed by the 
with the Geman Dele- German Delegation had sent a telegram to 

pioZoTfPh'fcomms explaining that the 180,000 tons of docks which 

into force of the Treaty had been over-estimated by the Allies would be deducted 
from the figure of 400,000 tons originally claimed. That 
telegram did not take into account the error on the other side committed by 
the Allies, who had not reckoned the 80,000 tons, whose existence had been 
revealed by the German inventory. The point of view adopted in that tele- 
gram could not evidently be accepted by the Allies. Had it been admitted 
the 400,000 tons claimed would have been reduced to only 220,000. 
M. Dutasta and himself had explained to M. von Lersner that they could 
not accept the point of view of the German Delegation. M. von Lersner had 
then proposed as a compromise a draft which implied that the reduction 
agreed to by the Allies could not exceed 150,000 tons. The total amount to 
be surrendered by the Germans would thus have been 250,060 tons. They 
had then said to M. von Lersner that that figure seemed to them too small 
for the Council to accept it. After a rather long discussion, M. von Lersner 
had proposed the following draft: 

‘From the 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and 
dredges claimed by the Allies, there will therefore be deducted such ton- 
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nage of floating docks as, after verification, shall be found to appear in the 

Interallied inventory by mistake — tonnage which therefore does not in 

reality exist. That reduction, however, will not exceed a total of 125,000 

tons.’ 

They had reserved their reply; but upon thinking it over they proposed 
that the Council accept that text, which constituted a very acceptable basis 
of compromise. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if he understood aright that text would 
guarantee to the Allies a minimum of 275,000 tons with the possibility of 
obtaining more. 

M. Lougheur agreed that that was so in principle; but they should not 
conceal the fact that it was very unlikely that they would obtain a larger 
figure. 

Sir Eyre Crowe incjuired whether it were necessary to arrive at a definite 
decision on that very day, or whether he might consult his Government on 
the proposed figure. 

M. Clemengeau said that naturally if Sir Eyre Crowe expressed the desire 
to consult his Government, they could not take an immediate decision; 
the question, however, was urgent, and it was advisable to have it finally 
decided. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the French Government accepted the 
text proposed by M. Loucheur. 

M. Clemengeau replied that it did. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in that case he also would accept it. 

M. Lougheur stated that it would be wise to add in the last paragraph of 
the draft letter to the German Delegation, after the words — ‘The 192,000 
tons proposed by the German Government’ — the following phrase : ‘And of 
which the list was submitted when the technical commissions discussed the 
subject.’ 

It was a pure question of form but that addition would be useful to obviate 
all chance of misunderstanding. 

It was decided: 

to approve the draft letter to the Chairman of the German Delegation 
contained in Appendix A, with the following addition : ‘and of which the 
list was submitted when the technical commissions discussed the subject.’ 
That sentence should be placed in the first sentence of the last paragraph 
of the draft letter, after the word.s : ‘The Allied and Associated Powers add 
that the 192,000 tons proposed by the German Government . . 

(Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government.) 

General Le Rond said that the Commission over which he presided had 
had two interviews with the German Delegates since the last meeting of the 
Council. Questions which it was absolutely important to solve before the 
coming into force of the Treaty were those concerning, on the one hand 
the transmission of administrative powers, and on the other, economic affairs. 
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On the first point agreement had practically been reached, but certain 
economic questions had been referred back to the Reparation Commission. 

With regard to the situation of the plebiscite territories, their point of view 
had been given to the German Delegates in all its details four days before. 
The Germans had referred the question to Berlin. It was hoped that the 
reply of the German Government would arrive either on that or the following 
day. 

Concerning the evacuation by Gei'man troops of the territories subject to 
plebiscite, the Germans had not been able to furnish any precise information. 
They had endeavoured to draw the negotiations to Berlin, but on account of 
the Allies’ definite refusal they had declared that they would send for experts 
and the arrival of these was imminent. On questions which affected Poland, 
they had asked the advice of the Reparations Commission, and they hoped 
that the latter would communicate to them its opinion in as short a time as 
possible. As a matter of fact, it was only a question of finding out whether 
the Reparations Commission accepted the texts which they had proposed. 

With regard to Memel and Dantzig, the Supreme Council had decided at 
its last meeting that the Commission on Polish Affairs would be charged with 
preparing the draft agreement with the German Government concerning 
the transfer of sovereignty over those territories. 

M. Glemengeau said that it was important that the Commission on Polish 
Affairs submit to the Council a draft at its next meeting. 

General Le Rond remarked that besides the questions which he had just 
enumerated there remained to be settled the one relating to transportation 
and that of the strength of the troops of occupation, which had been raised 
by a recent letter of M. von Lersner. (Appendix D.)i 

General Weygand said that there was no longer any difficulty on the 
question of transportation, properly speaking. M. von Lersner’s letter, how- 
ever, to which General Le Rond had just referred, might possibly reopen the 
whole question as it asked that the strength of the troops of occupation in the 
various plebiscite zones should be reduced. 

M. Loucheur said that he did not believe that M. von Lersner’s letter 
really reopened the whole negotiation. The Chairman of the German Dele- 
gation was merely calling the attention of the Conference to the considerable 
expenses involved in occupying the Plebiscite Areas by the numbers of forces 
proposed. For Dantzig alone, the costs would amount to 8o million of gold 
marks, or nearly 800,000,000 of paper marlcs at the existing rate of exchange. 

M. Glemengeau stated that that was certainly an important point, and 
suggested that it should be referred to a commission composed of the Chair- 
men of the Plebiscite Commissions. » 

Sir Eyre Crowe inquired whether M. Glemenceau thought that a com- 
mission of that kind could give the Council useful advice. 

General Weygand replied that the question of the forces in the areas of 
occupation had already been examined by a mixed commission composed of 
diplomats and army members. Should they wish to proceed with a fresh 
Uln error for appendix B, q.v. 
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inquiry into the question, it might be dealt with by the said commission, 
which had already been in operation, and consequently possessed the requi- 
site working knowledge. 

M. Loucheur said that it was not to be wondered at that the Germans 
were a little taken aback by the amount of the sums demanded from them. 
Thus, for Dantzig, whose budget was four millions of marks per year, the 
cost of occupation as estimated was to be 800 millions of marks. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, with regard to Dantzig, they had only decided 
on the organization of a base. The cost of maintenance of those troops could 
only be set against the Germans in the event of their having to be employed 
ill the maintenance of order in the territory. 

M. Loucheur remarked that the Germans were depending upon a figure 
of 8,000 men to be sent to Dantzig. 

Sir Eyre Growe said that they should take care not to reduce their forces 
too much. In Upper Silesia, for example, the Germans had massed con- 
siderable forces and difficulties might be expected. It would be unwise not 
to have sufficient Allied forces on the spot. 

General Le Rond said that the question of Upper Silesia presented itself 
in a very special light. But there was no reason to prevent their maintaining 
the forces agreed upon for Upper Silesia, while they might make reductions 
in the quieter regions, such as those of Allenstein and Marienwerder. 

M. Loucheur said that it was evident that the Germans themselves under- 
stood the difficulties which might take place in Upper Silesia. And for that 
reason, they only asked in that province for a reduction of one-third on the 
estimated Allied forces. 

M. DE Martino stated that they had always been in favour of as great a 
reduction as possible of the Allied forces in the territories to be occupied. It 
was only because of the reiterated demand of the Allies that they had con- 
sented to sending the number of battalions which had been asked of them and 
which on account of their demobilization made it very difficult for them to 
furnish. 

It was decided: 

that the Commission which had decided the strength of the troops of 
occupation to be sent to the plebiscite zones in Germany, as well as to 
Dantzig and Memel, should be entrusted with the further inquiry into that 
question, as also the objections contained in M. von Lersner’s letter dated 
January 2, 1920 (see Appendix B); this commission would be entitled to 
hear the Chairmen of the various Plebiscite Commissions. 

2. M. Loucheur commented upon a note of the Organization Committee 
of the Reparations Commission on that question, dated 

SUir ^ 9 ‘ 9 - (See Appendix C.) 
mnt He added that, besides its being purely a matter of 

form, he wished very earnestly to draw the attention of 
the Goimcil to the situation in Austria which remained extremely threaten- 
ing. No serious steps had yet been taken to protect Austria from fiimine with 
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the exception of the sending of the 20,000 tons of food-stuffs now at Trieste. 
The victualiing of Austria was only assured until the end of January. The 
Gzecho-Slovaks had stated that they were unable to furnish the coal they had 
promised, as they lacked the rolling stock necessary for its transport. The 
situation could only be alleviated by the granting of a loan to Austria at 
the earliest possible moment. In this respect, however, it was impossible for 
the Allies to take any action until America had declared her intentions. 

Mr. Wallace said that before taking any action the United States 
Government required a decision of Congress, which had not yet been obtained. 

Sir Eyre Crowe remarked that if nothing were done a famine would 
occur in Austria by the end of the present month. Gould not Mr. Wallace 
bring influence to bear on his Government, in order that the gravity of the 
situation in Austria might be emphasized to Congress, and that the latter be 
asked to reach a quick decision in the matter? 

M. DE Martino inquired what time would be required for sending to 
Austria the actually indispensable food-stuffs, and would they arrive in time 
to save Austria from famine? 

M. Lougheur replied that as soon as they knew exactly where they stood, 
they could act rapidly. If need be, they would divert certain cargoes which 
would proceed to Trieste and the redistribution from there could be effected 
without much delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked how far they had got with the question of the 
creation of a commission for the temporary distribution of rolling stock 
between the various states resulting from the breaking-up of the ex-Austro- 
Hungarian Kingdom. 

M. Loucheur replied that the decisions of the Council on the subject were 
being dealt with. 

With regard to the loan of 30,000 [?3o] million of florins which a Dutch 
group was to make to Austria,^ the terms put up to the Austrian Government 
seemed very hard and there was the risk of a deadlock. The Austrian 
Minister of Finance was to arrive in Paris very shortly to discuss that 
question. In order to save time they intended to have him assisted by two 
members of the Reparations Commission. But in any case, this deal could 
not be concluded for a certain time and he wished to clearly state that it 
seemed impossible to him to stave off famine from Austria if the United 
States Government did not furnish a definite reply by the following week at 
the latest. 

Mr. Wallace said that he would submit to his Government the situation 
described by M. Loucheur. 

M. Glemengeau inquired what the situation would b^, should the 
America’s [i'fr] reply be in the negative. 

M. Loucheur replied that nothing could then prevent starvation in 
Austria. Even if they decided to make the necessary financial sacrifices 
without America, their efforts would be unsuccessful, for the reason that it 
would be impossible for them to get dollars,, which America alone had. 

2 See No. 40, minute 5. 
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3- M. Kammerer commented upon two notes of the French Deleg ation on the 
question, dated December 31, 1919 and January 6 [?4 j, 
Assbimue JcmnAd ty (See Appendices D and E.) 

enera em 'in Eyre Growe said that he thought the question 

presented itself from a military standpoint. Before attending to Denikin’s 
demands they should decide whether the measures which he required of 
the Allies were not utterly useless. That was a question upon which their 
military experts should be called upon to give their opinion. 

M. Kammerer said that General Denikin was of the opinion that the 
Allies had three ways of helping him: (i) Bring pressure to bear upon Poland 
and Roumania to force them to give adequate help to the Russian Army 
fighting against the Bolsheviks. That question was essentially one of a 
political nature. (2) Authorize the Bulgarians to send detachments to the 
assistance of Denikin’s forces. The question at issue was really whether appeal 
could be made to an enemy power with whom peace had not yet been 
ratified. It should be noted as a matter of fact, that the enrolment of Bul- 
garian troops in the Russian armies was expressly forbidden by Article 103 
of the Treaty of Neuilly. (3) Lastly, any armament in Bulgaria in excess of 
that allowed for under the Peace Treaty might be sent to Denikin. That third 
question was of a military natui'e. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he believed that the military considerations 
should be the foundation of the decision to be taken, and that it was therefore 
necessary to consult their military experts. Why, for example, apply pressure 
on the Poles in order to ask them to help Denikin, if their assistance were not 
to change anything in the unfavourable situation in which that general found 
himself? He was personally inclined to think that Denikin’s troops would 
continue to retreat whether the Poles intervened or whether they remained 
at a standstill. In any event, they could not give a decision without knowing 
what their experts thought. 

M. DE Martino said that he believed with Sir Eyre Growe that if their 
aid were not sufficient to remedy the unfavourable situation of Denikin’s 
army, it would hardly be worth while to force the Poles into an enterprise 
which would surely be useless and which involved certain dangers for Poland. 

M. Clemenceau stated that it seemed to him that the opinion of the 
Council was against any pressure being appHed on the Poles to make them 
intervene in Denikin’s favour. That was also his feeling. As for using Bul- 
garian troops, he would be very much opposed to that course, for it would 
cause considerable difficulties in the Balkans. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that, with regard to the first question, he could 
not express an^ opinion without referring to liis Government. As for the use 
of Bulgarian troops, he was absolutely in accord with the President’s way of 
thinking. 

M. Kammerer said that it would, in principle, be quite desirable to send 
the surplus material to Denikin. The continued retreat of Denikin might, 
however, result in the loss of that material by allowing it to fall into the hands 
of the Bolsheviks. It would, therefore, be wise to send it only to places from 
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which it could be rapidly evacuated, in case of need. That was a question 
for the military experts and for General Franchet d’Esperey, who was on the 
spot, to examine. 

M. Glemengeau agreed that they might refer the question either to 
Marshal Foch or directly to General Franchet d’Esperey. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, as the situation in Southern Russia was chang- 
ing from day to day, it would be wiser to leave the matter to the judgment of 
the Allied military representatives on the spot. 

It was decided: 

to let General Franchet d’Esperey decide upon the wisdom of sending 
the Bulgarian war material in excess of the amount provided for in the 
Treaty of Neuilly to General Denikin’s troops, as well as on the means to 
he used for ensuring the forwarding, if need be, of that material. 

(Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for 
the instructions of his Government.) 


Representations to be 
made by the Allies to 
the Esthonian Govern- 
ment concerning the rela- 
tions between that 
Government and Tude- 
nitch's Army 


4. The Council had before it a note of the British Delegation on the question, 
dated January 4, 1920. (See Appendix F.) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that as he had explained at the 
preceding meeting, the British Government deemed it 
useless to send General Niessel to Reval in order to re- 
organize the Russian Army of the Northwest, which had 
been thrown back on to Esthonian territory. He thought 
that the best course to follow would be to allow the 
Esthonian Government to take the measures it deemed necessary with regard 
to General Yudenitch’s troops. His Government, therefore, proposed that the 
Esthonian Government be informed that the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments had no further objection to its proceeding with the dissolution of the 
Russian forces of the Northwest in accordance with its original plan. 

M. Berthelot said that the idea of sending General Niessel to Reval to 
re-organize Yudenitch’s army had been abandoned, and he agreed with 
Sir Eyre Crowe in thinking that General Niessel’s mission would be in- 
opportune. He did not, however, think it possible to accept the British 
proposal, for the present situation, was as follows ; the Esfhoniaiis had badly 
used and completely disorganized the Russian forces which had taken refuge 
on their territory. They had, on the other hand, signed an armistice with the 
Bolsheviks and seemed disposed to negotiate a definite treaty with them, 
which would be absolutely contrary to the Allies’ views. They had, further- 
more, quarrelled with the Letts on the subject of some contested territory, 
and were threatening military occupation. As a result we had no reason to 
be satisfied with the present attitude of the Esthonians. The AMies had asked 
the Esthonian Government to spare Yudenitch’s forces; the Esthonians had 
not taken any account whatever of that admonition of the Allies. They 
might, of course, leave the situation as it was, but it seemed to him that they 
would be going too far if they expressly withdrew the observations they had 
made. It would seem to encourage the Esthonians at a time when they were 
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not satisfied with their attitude. If the Esthonians concluded peace with the 
Soviets it was to be feared that the whole cordon of Baltic States, perhaps 
even Poland, would soon follow their example, and that would constitute a 
very real danger. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not wish to hide the fact that serious 
arguments could be brought forth in favour of a policy of inaction. The 
situation did not, however, seem to him to be quite as just described by 
M. Berthelot. They had asked the Esthoiiians to suspend the disarmament 
of the Russian troops, while waiting for a decision of the Council, They 
should therefore let them know what course the Council had decided to 
follow. Pie had accused the Esthonians of having concluded an armistice 
with the Bolsheviks; they should, however, not forget that when the Estho- 
nians had asked them for assistance against the Soviets, they had refused to 
intervene. It might very well be that the Esthonians had been so closely 
pursued by the Bolshevik forces that no other course was open to them. It 
appeared that the maintenance of a Russian army under arms on Esthonian 
territory was contrary to certain clauses of the armistice which had just been 
concluded and that measures were to be taken to effect the withdrawal of the 
Russian troops after disarmament. 

M. Kammerer said that from the latest news they had received from 
Esthonia, the situation of Yudenitch’s forces appeared to be desperate. They 
comprised approximately 15,000 sick men, and the 3 or 4 thousand remaining 
fit men did not offer any military value. It was rumoured that these weak 
contingents would be transferred south. But that news had not been con- 
firmed. 

M. Berthelot stated that they had not merely requested the Esthonians 
not to disarm Yudenitch’s army; they had also informed them that they were 
opposed to any armistice with the Bolsheviks. That armistice was ail the 
more regrettable as the Esthonians did not seem to have been forced in any 
way to conclude it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they did not know anything about that. A 
telegram received from Esthonia and which seemed more recent than the 
information given by M. Kammerer, indicated that the withdrawal of the 
Russian troops was under way, under the conditions of the preliminary dis- 
armament which was required by the armistice concluded between Esthonia 
and the Soviets. 

M. Berthelot said that they were ignorant of the real situation. It there- 
fore seemed that the best course would be to close their eyes with regard to 
the present attitude of the Esthonian Government and to leave, for the 
present, affairs in the to 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed that no communication be made to 
the Esthonian Government. 

It was decided: 

that no representations should he made, for the time being, l>y the 
Allies to the Esthonian Government on the subject of the relations of that 
Government with the Ai-my of General Yudenitch. 
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5- General Weygand commented upon a note of the French Delega- 
tion, dated January 3, 1920, on that question. (See 
Authorization demanded Appendix G ) 

mif tottarZZd ““ exceptions to the genera! 

munitions in Germany consented to by the Supreme Council in favour of 

General Yudenitch and of the Gzecho-Slovak Govern- 
ment were of minor importance. The exception now proposed in favour 
of Poland was of greater import. It seemed that before consenting, they 
should first find out whether the Poles actually lacked rifles and cartridges 
and whether their present claims did not conceal a desire to procure war 
material at small expense. 

General Weygand remarked that even for an army which was not 
fighting, it was necessary to be constantly replacing rifles, as the wear and 
tear was extremely rapid. They had means of verifying the needs of the 
Polish Army, but he was inclined to think they were real. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that they knew the importance attached in 
England to the idea of a progressive disarmament; he would not, therefore, 
like to furnish the Poles with war material of M'^hich they were not strictly in 
need. As a matter of fact, there was another point of view ; if the Poles were 
in possession of too great a quantity of guns of German origin they would be 
obliged to continue to obtain German material which would be contrary to 
the business interests of the Allies. 

General Weygand said that the latter argument had a certain value, but 
that, on the other hand, they should recognize that Poland found itself isolated 
in opposing the Bolshevik wave and it was necessary that she should be 
strong to resist it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that before taking a decision he would ask for the 
opinion of his Government. 

M. Glemengeau said that they had a double reason for strengthening 
Poland : she constituted the strongest rampart against Bolshevism and on the 
other hand, on account of the strategical position she occupied, she might be 
of decisive aid in case of difficulties with Germany. All the other considera- 
tions seemed to him secondary and there would be time to examine them 
later. The Poles would not be using Mauser rifles forever. As for the allusion 
which Sir Eyre Crowe had made to disarmament, he wished to state that he 
was in favour of that policy, but that it was necessary that Germany should 
be the first to disarm. He did not personally see any objection to the 300,000 
rifles in question being in Poland, a friendly country, rather than in Germany, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would be surprised if the Germans consented 
to selling this material to the Poles. ^ 

General Weygand said that they would not have to interfere in that 
aspect of the question. The Poles said that they had the means of buying the 
material in Germany and asked for their authorization. The rest concerned 
the Poles. 

M. Glemengeau said that it seemed to him difficult to refuse to the Poles 
wdiat they had granted to the Gzecho-Slovaks. They had every reason to 
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make use of the Poles to bring that troubled part of Europe to that state of 
equilibrium which alone would allow the possibility of the disarmament 
policy to which Sir Eyre Crowe had just referred. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would point out that the material in question 
could not in any case remain in the hands of the Germans as the Treaty 
provided for its destruction. The whole question, for him, was whether the 
Poles were really in need of that material. He would explain to his Govern- 
ment the arguments which had been put forward in the discussion which had 
just taken place. 

M. DE Martino said that the question would be brought before the 
Council when the British Delegate had received the instructions of his 
Government. He wished, however, to say at once that the Italian Delegation 
was of the opinion that if the transaction proposed by the Poles took place, 
the proceeds of the sales of these arms and munitions should be paid into the 
Reparations fund. 

Mr. Wallace stated that he would refer the question to his Government 
and would communicate its opinion as soon as he had received the necessary 
instructions. 

The discussion was adjourned to a later date. 

6. M. Seydoux commented upon a note of the French Delegation on the 
question, dated December 29, 1919. (See Appendix H.) 

ro I ition of enemy Eyre Growe said that he had been instructed by 

trade in Turkey , . ^ ^ / 

Ins Government to support the proposal of the High 
Commissioners at Constantinople. He would point out that Bulgaria was 
in exactly the same situation as Turkey as their relations with her were stilf 
governed by the Armistice Convention. He would summarize in five points 
the proposal of the Pligh Commissioners, such as he understood it : 

1. No further licence would be granted to German ships to enter Turkish 
ports, 

2. Ships used for the repatriation of Turkish, Bulgarian and Russian 
prisoners would no longer be authorized to land goods in Turkey, 

3. All goods embarked in a German or Bulgarian port on an Allied, 
neutral or enemy ship, could no longer be landed in Turkey, and no goods 
could be shipped by an Allied, neutral or enemy ship in Turkey destined for 
a German or Bulgarian port, 

4. No goods could be landed in Turkey by a German or Bulgarian ship; 
no goods could be shipped on a German or Bulgarian ship in Turkey, 

5. All goods shipped in ports situated outside Germany and Bulgaria, by 
any noii-Germtan or Bulgarian ship, could be landed in Turkey, whatever 
their origin might be. 

If he understood M. Seydoux, he believed that these five points simply- 
summarized the proposal of the French Delegation and coincided with it. 

M. Seydoux agreed. 

M. DE Martino stated that the question before them was being submitted 
to the examination of the Organization Committee of the Reparations Gom- 
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mission. The Italian Delegation was in favour of the suppression of Article 23 
of the Amiistice of October 30, 1918, with Turkey, for the following reasons; 

1. Because the convention had been signed on October 30, 1918, i.e., 
while they were still in a state of war with Germany and there was need to 
strengthen the blockade against Germany; whereas at the present time the 
Treaty of Peace was signed and on the point of coming into force, the 
blockade had been raised, thus allowing Germany to trade freely. 

2. Because Article 23 of the Armistice Convention was intended primarily 
to closely encircle Germany and was not directed against Turkey, who might, 
and still could, transact every kind of business with Allied or neutral 
countries. The blockade of Germany having come to an end. Article 23 no 
longer had the same importance. 

3. Because it was admittedly in the interest of the Allied and Associated 
Powers that Germany should be able to recover economically so as to be in 
a position to pay its debts. 

The question which was before them having been postponed a number of 
times, he would ask that it be submitted to the Reparations Commission and 
that the latter should communicate its opinion before any decision was taken 
by the Council, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not believe that the Reparations Com- 
mission was qualified to interfere in the present case. 

M. Clemengeau said that he also thought that the Reparations Commis- 
sion was not competent, as there was no Treaty with Turkey. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was to prevent the Germans from 
getting a footing commercially in Turkey, before peace with that Power was 
signed, and from devoting themselves to a propaganda which, as recent 
incidents proved, might be full of danger. It was that which they had to 
consider and not the whole question of foreign trade in Turkey, a question 
bristling with difficulties. 

M. DE Martino said that he would consult his Government on the subject 
but would point out that the Organization Committee of the Reparations 
Commission had already dealt with questions referring to the preparation 
of Treaties which had not yet been signed. 

The discussion was adjourned to a later date. 


7. Captain Roper commented upon a draft note to be addressed to the 
German Government in reply to the German note of 
November 17, 1919^ (Appendix 1 ). 

After a short discussion, 

It was decided : • 

to adopt the draft note to he addressed to the German 
Government in reply to the German note of November 17, 
1919 (see Appendix I). 


Reply to the German 
Note of November ly, 
jgiQi concerning the 
manufacture of aero- 
nautical material and the 
organization of aerial 
navigation 


3 This note, A.A.I. No, 6724, read as follows in translation; ‘The point of view taken up 
by Marshal Foch and communicated in note No. 1842/G of the 25th of last month, that the 
installation of aerial communications in Neutral Territory (50 km. zone) does not come into 
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(Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government.) 

8. M. Fromageot commented upon the Drafting Committee’s note of 
, Tanuarys, 1920 (see Appendix J) 5 concerning the Polish 

Mon-signature by Poland ^ J r n • i 

ef the declarations of P™test against modifications of the financial arrange- 
Decembcr S, igigs ments of the Treaty. (See Appendix K.) 

modifying the financial SiR Eyre Growe said that he believed with the Draft- 
arrangements of St. Ger- Committee that the modifications which the Poles 
mam-en-Laye complained of, tended, as a matter of fact, only to im- 

prove their situation. 

question as a practical proposition after the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, as a 
result of the ceding of German aeroplane material stipulated in Article 202 of the Peace 
Treaty, is not shared by the German Government. It has already been pointed out in note 
A.A.L No. 606 1 of 1st October that the civilian flying material which is in Germany does 
not come under the provisions of Article 198 of the Peace Treaty. As to any limitation in 
regard to the use of such material, thei'e can be no question either before or after the coming 
into force of the Peace Treaty. So far as the argument is based on iVrticle 201 of the Peace 
Treaty, according to which the manufacture and import of aeroplanes etc, and their parts, 
also airship motors and parts, is forbidden in Germany, the German Government cannot 
again share pic] the point of view taken up in regard to this. According to the German 
interpretation, this regulation is only applicable to aerial craft and motors of a military 
character, and does not apply to those of purely civilian character. Part XI of the Peace 
Treaty does not contain any such limitations, and it is not possible to extend the rulings of 
Part V, Section 3 of the Treaty, which is only concerned with military and naval aerial 
navigation, to include civil aerial navigation in Geimany, 

‘Under these circumstances it is still possible to maintain aerial navigation routes in 
Germany after the Peace Treaty has come into force. Also there is no foundation in the 
Treaty for assuming that the zone laid down in Part III, Section 3 of the Peace Treaty, 
should be a prohibited one for civilian air traffic. On the contrary the provisions in Part XI 
of the Peace Treaty are based particularly upon the assumption that civilian German air 
traffic can take place without any local limitation. If it had been the purpose of the Treaty 
to bring about such local limitations it would certainly have been pointed out in this part 
of the Treaty, Also article 43, according to the view of the German Government, cannot 
be interpreted as a foundation for the limitations asked for, as it is only concerned with 
military provisions. If one were to conclude from this clause that prohibition for the con- 
struction of civilian aerodromes was meant, then it is considered that the clause would be 
grossly misinterpreted. Such an interpretation, moreover, would lead to absurd results, for 
in the same way the retention of all railway installations in this zone could be forbidden. 
Furthermore, inasmuch as the ruling- of this article is not subject to any time limit, a 
perpetual prohibition of flying in a large industrial area of Germany would be brought 
about, and a permanent severing of this section of the country from the rest of German 
aerial traffic. 

‘Under these circumstances the German Government does not consider that the objec- 
tions of Marshal Foch are well founded, and reserves to itself the right to arrange civilian 
air lines in the tefritory indicated in article 42 and 44. 

*Ow-Wachendorf.’ 

Cf. No. 36, note 2. This declaration is printed as Treaty Series (1920), No. 7, Gmd. 637. 

5 Not printed. This note stated in part: ‘No reason has been given by Poland in explana- 
tion of lier protest, which rather indicates a certain susceptibility of pride. It is, furthei’- 
more, rather difficult to understand this protest considering that the modiffcation, brought 
about by the Declaration of December 8, in reality creates a more advantageous situation 
for Poland than resulted from the original Arrangement. . In the opinion of tlic Drafting 
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M. Fromageot stated that an examination of the Polish note had led the 
Drafting Committee to ask whether, for the purposes of reparations, the 
Poles should or should not be considered as creditors of Austria. The natural 
deduction was, as a matter of fact, that if that question was to be answered 
in the negative the situation of Poland would not be in any way affected by 
the modifications made to the financial arrangements of St. Germain. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Supreme Council had not, as far as he knew, 
given a decision on that point. 

M. DE Martino said that the terms of the reply to be made to the Poles 
should not leave it possible for the latter to interpret them, as constituting a 
decision of the Supreme Council in their favour, since the Council had not 
thereby intended to settle that delicate question. 

M. Fromageot said that they would avoid giving to the Poles on that 
point any assurances whatsoever. 

It was decided: 

to request the Drafting Committee to reply to the Polish Delegation’s 
note of December 19, 1919 (see Appendix K). That reply should take into 
account the considerations set forth in the Drafting Committee’s note of 
Januaiy 3, 1920 (see Appendix J).5 The reply should, however, avoid 
giving the Polish Delegation the impression that the question whether 
Poland was or was not a creditor of Austria under the heading of Repara- 
tions had been settled in one way or the other by the Supreme Council. 


9. M. Fromageot stated that the draft Treaty with Hungary as it now stood 

left in suspense a certain number of questions which ought 
repmationoftie solved without delay. If the Council did not find it 

inconvenient, they would mrmsli a list 01 those questions 
to the Secretariat-General which might in turn put them, if advisable, before 
the Supreme Council. 

The proposal was adopted. 

10, Mr. Wallace stated that he noticed that in the draft note to the German 

Government on the aeronautical material existing in 
bic of thejeim Alhea Appendix I), the expression ‘Allied and 

Associated Powers was used. As he had already ex- 
plained at the last meeting of the Council his Government asked that if it 
had not explicitly given its assent, this formula should not be employed in any 
document. It would therefore be necessary to modify in the sense of the 
observations he had just made the text of the reply the Council had just 
approved. 

M. Fromageot said that the question raised by Mr. Wallace was of a very 
grave character. The American representative on the Supreme Council had 
no power of decision. If the American Government now intended to forbid 

Committee, the best course to be taken would be, to induce Poland to withdraw her protest 
and agree to sign tlie Arrangement, by again presenting the Polish Delegation with the 
explanations v/hich she has probably misunderstood. In case Poland should persist in her 
refusal to sign, the consequences do not seem to be very important.’ 
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their using the expression ‘Allied and Associated Powers’, the tendency was 
nothing less than the dissolution of the Conference. That would be an 
extremely serious decision, for which he, for his part, would not assume 
responsibility. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether they might not avoid the use of the 
formula ‘the Principal Allied and Associated Powers’. That was a question 
of drafting. 

M. DE Martino observed that the American Government did not oppose 
in principle the use of the expression ‘Allied and Associated Powers’. It 
simply asked that it should be used only in documents which it had expressly 
approved. 

M. Glemengeau said that the essential thing was to know whether or not 
they could use the expression ‘Allied and Associated Powers’. To be unable 
to do so would amount to the dissolution of the Conference. In that case 
each one would resume his own freedom of action and his own responsibilities ; 
about his own, to speak for himself, he had no misgivings. 

Mr. Wallace said that if the Council would only refer to the Minutes of 
the last meeting (see h.d. 12 i),^ it would see that they were not objecting in 
principle to the use of the formula under discussion, and that they only 
wished to restrict its use to the documents expressly approved by the Govern- 
ment at Washington. 

M. Glemengeau said that they would examine anew that question at a 
further meeting, for it was absolutely necessary to know whether or not they 
could continue to use a formula which expressed, in the eyes of the enemy 
and neutral Powers, the unity of the Conference. 

Mr. Harrison explained that Mr. Wallace had not opposed the employ- 
ment of the phrase ‘Principal Allied and Associated Powers’, but had re- 
quested that when its use was proposed, as in the present instance, the assent 
of the United States Government should first be obtained. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No, 51 

Note from the Supreme Council to the German Delegation of January 6th regarding 
the signature to the ProtocoP 

THE AMERICAN embassy, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN (Q"] 

January 7, igjg [19P0]. 

Now that the Protocol of November ist has been signed by the cjualified repre- 
sentative of the German Government, .and the ratifications of the Treaty of 
Versailles deposited in consecpience the Allied and Associated Governments trish 
to assure the German. Government again that although they claimed necessary 

^ No. 50 (minute 2). 

7 The final text of this note was communicated to Baron von Lersner on January 10, 
1919, and published two days later in the British pres.s. 
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reparations for the scuttling of the German fleet at Scapa Flow they do not wish 
to injure Germany’s vital economic interests. By the present letter they confirm 
the declarations which the Secretary General of the Peace Conference was directed 
to make verbally on this point, December 23rd, to the President of the German 
Delegation. These declarations were as follows: 

1 . The Secretary General was authorized by the Supreme Council to assure the 
German Delegation that the Interallied Commissions of Control and the Repara- 
tions Commission would act scrupulously in conformity with the assurances con- 
tained in the note of December 8 concerning the safeguard of Germany’s vital 
economic interests. 

2. As the experts of the Allied and Associated Powers are inclined to believe that 
part of the data upon which they based their demand for 400,000 tons of floating 
docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredges may have been inaccurate in certain 
minor details, they think a mistake may have been made as to the 85,000 tons of 
floating docks in Hamburg. If the investigation to be conducted by the Interallied 
Commission of Control proves that an error has really been made the Allied and 
Associated Powers will be disposed to reduce their claims proportionately, so as to 
bring the quantity down to 300,000 tons in round figures or even lower if convinc- 
ing arguments prove that this is necessary. But absolute facilities must be granted 
qualified representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers to make all necessary 
investigations in view of verifying the German assertions before any reduction of 
the original demands of the Protocol can be made by the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

3. The Allied and Associated Governments referring to the last paragraph of the 
letter containing their reply do not consider that the scuttling of the German ships 
at Scapa Flow constitutes a crime of war for which individual penalties should be 
demanded according to Art. 228 of the Peace Treaty. 

On the other hand, the Allied and Associated Powers draw attention to the fact 
that, mindful of Germany’s vital economic interests, they had requested 400,000 
tons on the basis of the inventory made by them. The German experts made a 
statement, which will be verified and which sets forth an inferior figure. There- 
fore, from the 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, tugs and dredges 
demanded by the Allies, will be deducted the tonnage of the floating docks which, 
upon verification, will prove to have been erroneously included in the Interallied 
inventory and which, therefore, do not exist. Nevertheless, this reduction must not 
exceed the amount of 125,000 tons. 

The Allied and Associated Powei’s add that the 192,000 tons offered by the 
German Government must be delivered immediately. For the remainder of the 
tonnage as determined by the Reparation Commission a time-limit of not more 
than two years® will be granted to the German Government for the full delivery. 

Please accept, etc. 

® In the final text of the note this time-limit was altered to thirty months in accordance 
rvitli M. Dutasta’s earlier suggestion (see No. 49, minute i). 



Appendix B to No. 51 


President of the German Peace Delegation 

No. 74 

PARIS, January 2 , ig20. 

From: von Lersner. 

To: Glemenceau. 

By order of my Government, I have the honour to present the following remarks 
relative to the plan for dividing the Allied contingents destined to occupy the 
plebiscite zones, and also the territories of Dantzig and Memel. 

Article 95 of the Peace Treaty provides for the evacuation of the territory of 
Eastern Prussia (Allenstein) by the German troops, but not for the occupation of 
this territory by Allied troops. By the terms of Ai'ticle 97, the Commission for 
Western Prussia (Marienwerder) will have at its disposal ‘in case of need’ the 
necessary allied forces, while paragraph 2 of the Annex to Article 88 provides for 
the occupation of Upper Silesia by the troops of the Allied and Associated Powers, 
at once, and unconditionally. As the German Delegation has already pointed out 
on several occasions, this is not due to an error in the drafting of the articles, but to 
a difference which is caused by the peculiar position of the territories in question. 

However, if the Allies insist in placing foreign troops at the disposal of the 
International Commission in Eastern Prussia as well, they are going beyond the 
rights which they themselves stipulated in the Peace Treaty. Furthermore, in 
this instance, it cannot be contended that such a course was necessary as the Com- 
mission has sufficient police forces at its disposal for the guarding of the frontier 
and the maintenance of order. 

Nevertheless, the German Government does not wish to enter any protest 
against the plan of the Allies : the Government accepts that this plan deviates from 
the provisions of the Peace Treaty on certain points. However, in the Allenstein 
territory, as in the other plebiscite zones, the troop strength should remain limited 
to that absolutely required by the circumstances. In Allenstein, for example, it 
will only be necessary to accompany the ceremonies of transferring the power’s 
of administration to the International Commission by the presence of a small 
detachment. In Marienwerder, the protection of important railway lines must be 
added. In Upper Silesia the situation is, it is true, a little different. The industrial 
region contains numerous disturbing elements and it will also be necessary to 
dispose of an important corps of military frontier guards. Nevertheless, order has 
been completely re-established for several months, and a lifting of the state of siege 
appears practicable. Finally, and above all, it is certain that a foreign corps of 
occupa tion need have no fear of an aggression on the part of insurgents from 
localities beyond the frontier. 

The sending of contingents of greater strength than is absolutely necessary also 
presents olsjections : the financial situation of the States interested should be taken 
into account, and the fact that the unfavourable rate of exchange will greatly 
increase the expenses should be reckoned with. The regards which are due the 
population are also an important factor: experience has shown that all military 
occupation entails burdens and inconveniences, the aggravation of which is out 
of proportion with the increase of the strength of the occupying forces. 

For these reasons the German Government requests that the occupation forces 
for Eastern and Western Prussia be reduced to one battalion for each of these 
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territories, and that the troops destined for Upper Silesia, especially the Infantry, 
be reduced by about one-third. 

Concerning the territories of Dantzig and Memel, the Peace Treaty does not 
stipulate upon whom will be incumbent the expenses of military occupation. 
The German Government supposes that neither the free city of Dantzig nor the 
territory of Memel should bear these expenses, because their paying capacity is 
far from sufficient. Furthermore, the projected occupation would be a heavy 
burden on the population. The garrison strength of the troops destined for Dantzig 
will be considerably superior to that of peace times, and it will be impossible to 
billet them in the military buildings. In Memel, where the population is peaceful 
and, in greater part, rural, a very small garrison would suffice to assure peace and 
order. 

Consequently, the German Government feels obliged, in the interest of the 
populations concerned, to request that the effectives destined to occupy these 
territories, be also reduced. 

Please accept, etc. 

Appendix G to No. 51 

Mote of December sg in regard to granting credits to Austria 

Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission, 

We have the honour to inform you that in execution of the Resolution of the 
Supreme Council of November 20, 1919 (h.d. 97. IV),® the Organization Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Commission again examined the paragraph of its con- 
clusions beginning with the words ‘require immediately the Austrian Government’. 

The Organization Committee of the Reparation Commission agreed to propose 
to the Supreme Council the following draft of this paragraph: 

(i) Inform the Austrian Government that no granting of credits could be 
considered if it did not agree to : 

{a) Not effect, or allow to be effected, any alienation of public properties, or 
disposal of public authorities, even in the form of concessions or monopolies, 
without the consent of the Reparation Commission, and to declare null and void 
any alienation of this sort effected since the Armistice, November 3, 1918. 

\h) To take, at the request of the Organization Committee of the Reparation 
Commission all measures liable to prevent the alienation outside of Austria, or to 
other than Austrian nationals, without the consent of the Reparation Commission, 
of all private property if the alienation of such property would be of a nature to 
compromise the guarantees for credits to be opened. 

p. o. of the Committee 

The Interallied Seci'etary 
Signature. 

Appendix D TO No. 51 
Assistance requested by General Denikin 

Dec. 31, 1919. 

The gravity of the military situation in Southern Russia has been the subject of 
two requests, of which the French delegation deems it its duty to make a report to 
the Supreme Council, 

9 No. 27, minute 4. 
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On one hand, General Denikin sent to the French Government, a telegram thus 
drafted: 

‘The failure of the struggle against the Bolshevists in the East of Russia, the 
anti-Russian policy which has broken the north-western front, and the passivity 
of the Polish troops, have made it possible for the Bolshevists to concentrate as 
many as 500,000 men against the army of Southern Russia. The obvious superiority 
of the adversary has placed my troops in a difficult situation and causes a retreat 
which might lead to abandoning the coal basin of Donetz, where are kept the 
reserves of coal, which aliment all Southern Russia, all the ships and ports of the 
Black Sea, and where are a great number of foreign establishments. Considering 
the fight I am fighting against the Bolshevists as an undertaking, not only of 
Russia, but of all Europe, I deem it my duty to inform you that a certain help in 
troops from the Allies is necessary for us, even if it were only one or two army corps. 
Without this help, the struggle threatens to drag on, for a long time, and not only 
to destroy what is left of Russian culture, but also to spread over the countries 
which escape moral and economic disorganization. At the same time that I inform 
you of these facts, I beg you to let me know if I can count, in a short time, on the 
assistance of the Allied troops, to what extent and on what conditions.’ 

On the other hand, the Russian Embassy in Paris has suggested that the Allies 
might authorize the enlistment in the Denikin Army of Bulgarian volunteers. It 
thinks that about 30,000 commissioned and non-commissioned officers and Bul- 
garian soldiers might be recruited in this way. 

This suggestion is different to that of General Denikin’s [sic] in that it is based 
on the help of an enemy country, with which peace is signed, but not yet ratified. 

The French Delegation deems it its duty in a similar order of ideas, but not 
identical, to point out the results of a study made by General Franchet d’Esperey, 
on the conditions of the Bulgarian Ai'mament. 

According to this document, after the operations at present in course of execu- 
tion, or provided for, (sending arms and munitions to General Denikin, restoring 
to the Roumanians the Roumanian material seized by the Bulgarians, unbreech- 
ing the arms in the army depots, army inspections, etc.), there will remain in 
Bulgaria, in comparison with the armament provided for this country by the 
Peace Treaty, an excess immediately available of about: 

181,300 rifles 

600 machine guns 
goo cannons and trench guns 
3,697,000 shells 
210,200,000 cartridges. 

It must be remarked that as Bulgaria has to be disarmed, it is necessary to 
evacuate this material. Owing to General Denikin’s situation, is it advisable to send 
it to him? 

Appendix E TO No. 51 
Enrolment of Bulgarians in the De?iikin Army 
French Delegation. 

January igao. 

General Mangin, sent by General Denikin, arrived at Constantinople on 
January i. He reports that the military situation of the Volunteer Army is getting 
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worse every day, the demoralized troops are not able to hold any halts. Only 
foreign help can prevent a disaster. Poland and Roumania could help Denikin 
but require territorial compensations, which the latter has no power to accord. 
Denikin affirms that Bulgaria offers him 40,000 equipped, armed and officered 
men. He could transport them by sea, if coal were supplied to him. The serious 
objections the Allies may think of making to this project do not escape him : viz : 
the necessity of altering the Bulgarian Treaty, the possible pretensions of Bulgaria, 
the discontent and perhaps the opposition of Greece, Serbia and Roumania. But 
he adds that he is fighting for all Europe, and that the Allies have a primordial 
interest in saving him from defeat. 

General Denikin is right in anticipating the opposition of the Balkan States, 
which are hostile to Bulgax'ia. In a letter dated December 27, addressed to the 
Minister of War, Colonel Ractivan, the Greek Military Attache, at Paris, pro- 
tested against the possible enrolment of Bulgarian officers in Denikin’s Army. He 
argues that this enrolment is forbidden by Article 103 of the Treaty of Neuilly, 
which obliges Bulgaria to prevent her nationals from taking service, even as 
instructors, in the naval, military, or air forces of a foi'eign country. He I’equests 
the French Government to assure the execution of this clause of the Treaty. 

Appendix F to No. 51 
General MesseVs Projected Mission to Reval 
British Delegation. 

PARIS, Jan. 4, igso. 

The British Government considers that any attempt which might be made 
either to re-organize the Russian Army of the Northwest on the Esthonian terri- 
tory, or to transport certain units of this army, specially selected to be utilized 
elsewffiere, would be both vain and impracticable. The British Government thinks 
that the best way would he to authorize the Esthonian Government to take freely 
such measures as may be deemed necessary to disarm and utilize the forces still 
remaining on the Esthonian territory. In case the Supreme Council should share 
this point of view, the intervention of a corps. Commission or Officer with a special 
mission would be useless, whether of an Interallied character or not. 

The Esthonian Government has been invited to suspend the disarmament of 
Russian troops, while awaiting the decision of the Supreme Council. The British 
Government suggests that this Government might be now informed that the 
Allied and Associated Governments do not object to the continuation of the disso- 
lution of the Russian forces of the Northwest, according to the plan originally pro- 
posed by it. 

Appendix G to No. 51 
Note from the French Delegation 

The Polish Government asks to buy Arms and Munitions in Germany 

The Polish Government asks to buy in Germany: 

300,000 Mauser rifles 

8.000. 000 cartridges 

1.000. 000 kilos of powder. 
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The purchase would be made through the intermediary of Mr. Louis Moon, 
agent for the Purchasing Commission of the Polish Delegation to the Peace Con- 
ference, acting in the name of the Polish Minister of War; Mr. Moon would have 
to go to Berlin, as soon as possible, for this purpose. 

Marshal Foch favours this request, oh account of the critical situation in which 
General Denikin’s defeats may place the Polish Army. 

The French Delegation on this subject recalls that in its meeting of August 22 
last, the Supreme Council decided that although Germany cannot alienate her 
war material, the Allies have the right to deliver licences in certain special cases. 
In consequence, the Supreme Council, in the same meeting, authorized Germany 
to delivery [hr] miscellaneous material to General Youdenitch as well as to the 
Czecho-Slovakian Government. *0 

The French Delegation has the honour to suggest to the Council that a similar 
measure be taken in favour of the Polish Government. 


Appendix H to No. 51 
Document i 

Mote from the French Delegation on the Prohibition of Enemy Trade in Turkey 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 65 

December go ^ igig. 

In a telegram, copy of which is enclosed, the Allied High Commissioners at 
Constantinople make to the Supreme Council two propositions, with a view to 
restrict trade with the enemy in Turkey, and assuring integral application of 
Art. 23 of the Armistice. 

It must be recalled that when the Armistice with Turkey was concluded, the 
blockade was still in force, and that consequently, it was necessary to prevent 
Germany being provisioned by Turkey. The situation is different now, and Ger- 
many has been authorized to resume commercial relations with various foreign 
countries, on certain conditions. 

However, it seems to be dangerous, from a political point of view, to authorize 
Turkey to resume her commercial relations with the Central Powers, before a 
treaty has been concluded with her; this would open the way to German influence 
in the East, before the Allies established the economic status of the former Turkish 
Empire. 

At a time when the Treaty of Versailles is going into force, and when in conse- 
quence, Germany is going to enjoy equal rights, it seems unnecessary to ad6pt 
stricter measures than those at present existing in Turkey. The present provisions 
which prohibit direct importation in Turkey of goods loaded on a German ship, 
or in a Germain port, seem to be sufficient to prevent any German political action, 
and any action of her business men for propaganda purposes : in consequence, the 
aim of the Allies is realized. 

On the other hand, any modification of the Armistice Convention of October 30, 
1919 [1918], seems to be premature, as long as the Peace negotiations with Turkey 
are not ended. 

See Vol. I, No. 40, minute 4. 
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Therefore, it is proposed that the existing measures destined to assure the execu 
tion of Art. 23 of the Armistice be maintained. 


Document 2. 

Telegram 

CONSTANTINOPLE, December 23, igig. 

The High Commissioners are trying to assure the execution of Art. 23 of the 
Armistice and to prevent, as much as possible, the resumption of enemy trade in 
Turkey. 

For his [this] purpose, they have taken measures, of which I informed you, pro- 
hibiting the importation in Turkey of all goods loaded on a German ship or in a 
German port. 

But this prohibition is not sufficient. 

The Germans have promptly found means to evade it, by sending their goods 
from Allied or neutral ports and in Allied or neutral ships. 

Therefore it is necessaiy to take some other measures. 

The best means would be to require certificates of origin : but the resumption of 
this system, which has been applied during the war, seems to be impossible at 
present. 

The High Commissioners propose (two) solutions. 

(1) Impose on the German products, destined to Turkey, and which, under the 
present regime, may be unloaded there, after having travelled through an Allied 
or neutral country, the obligation to be nationalized in this country, by paying 
importation duties. This obligation would not entirely prevent German goods from 
being introduced into Turkey, but would constitute an obstacle and would place 
these goods in a disadvantageous situation, in comparison with the Allied or 
neutral products; the nationality should be verified upon the arrival in Turkey, by 
showing the receipt of the Allied or neutral customs-house, which received the 
duties. 

(2) Publish a notice that no goods of German origin shall be received in Turkey, 
whatever may be the nationality of their owner, the port of embarkation, and the 
nationality of the transporting ship. This measure would be most efficacious, and 
would prevent even the Allied or neutral tradesmen from introducing into Turkey 
any goods of German origin they may possess. But its application would be diffi- 
cult on account of the circumstantial verifications which should be made at the 
unloading. 

It should be notified that the Commanders or the agents of the navigation 
Companies could transport goods of German origin, only at their own risks, and 
that they should declare, upon their arrival in a Turkish port, that they have no 
German goods, bound to Turkey. 

In case of false declaration, the Commander of the Allied por|s should inflict 
upon them a penalty, and they should re-embark, at their own expense, those 
German goods. Besides, the Allied customs-houses, and especially the Chambers 
of Commerce, could often give the necessary information for the application of this 
measure. 

Flov/ever, the Italian High Commissioner insists upon remarking that it would 
be advisable to consider whether the shipment, from an Allied or neutral port to 
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a Turkish port, of German goods, nationalized in the States from which they come, 
would constitute an infringement of Art. 23 of the Armistice. 

Before adopting one of the above solutions, and on account of the repercussions 
which the second might have on the Allied or neutral trade, the High Com- 
missioners decided to refer to their Governments, and to ask them, by this telegram 
to the Supreme Council, for instructions. 

Defrange. 


Appendix I to No. 51” 

Draft of Mote, to be addressed to the President of the Interallied Air Commission of 
Control, for transmission to the German Government, as soon as the going into force vf 
the Peace Treaty 

I have the honour, in the name of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, 
to reply as follows, to the German Government’s Note, A, A. I. No. 6724, under 
date of November, 17, 1919.^ 

Concerning the three first paragraphs of this Note, I beg to recall the terms of 

my Note in which the opinion adopted by the Principal Allied and 

Associated Powers, as to what material, actually existing in Germany, may be con- 
sidered as civil material, is clearly expressed. 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers are obliged to reject the interpre- 
tation of Art. 201, which the German Government seems to have adopted. 
Article 198 permanently forbids Germany to possess any naval or military air 
force. Moreover, Art. 201 forbids, for six months, the fabrication or importation 
of any air material in Germany. If it did not concern civil air material, this 
article would be meaningless, considering the stipulations of Article 198. 

Part XI as indicated by its title, deals only with Air Navigation, and has no 
relation to the obligations imposed on Germany, for military reasons, and from an 
aeronautic point of view, and especially with the six months’ prohibition of fabrica- 
tion and importation of any air material, whether its character be military, naval 
or civil. 

The Principal Allied and Associated Powers do not pretend that the existence 
in Germany of routes for air navigation will be impossible after the going into 
force of the Treaty. 

The existence of such routes may be admitted, and these routes may be utilized 
by: 

1 . Any aircraft, the civil nature of which shall have been thoroughly verified by 
the Interallied Air Commission of Control. 

2. Any aircraft of non-military type which may be imported or constructed 
in Germany, after the expiration of the period of six months provided for by 
Article qoi. 

Concerning tjje neutral zone, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers shall 
only have to see that Article 43 is not violated. 

” The original of this appendix also contained a brief covering note of December 1 1 , 
^9^03 from General Duval to M. Dutasta enclosing the draft note to the German Govern- 
ment and explaining that it had been ' drawn up by the Commission on Air Clauses’ and 
'read and corrected by the Drafting Committee of the Peace Conference’. 

Punctuation as in original. 
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They do not lay down, as a principle, that no landing fields for the civil air 
circulation, should not [rzV] be established in the said zone, but it is obvious that 
the creation of landing fields might give rise to a state of things inconsistent with 
the strict execution of the clauses of Article 43. 

In consequence, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have a right to see 
that the Commissions on the Establishment and Upkeep of landing fields be of 
such a nature as to assure the execution of the stipulations of the Peace Treaty. 

Appendix K to No. 51 
Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

PARIS, December ig, rgig. 

To: The Secretary-General of the Peace Conference. 

From : The Polish Delegation. 

After having learned the reasons for the modification of the Arrangement of 
September loth regarding the contribution towards the costs of liberation of the 
territories of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and considering that the 
modifications proposed do not correspond to the interests of Poland, the Polish 
Delegation has the honour to solicit that, as far as Poland is concerned, the 
Arrangement which she signed, together with the Allied and Associated Powers, 
September 10, 1919, be maintained. 

The Polish Delegation at the same time takes the liberty of expressing its keen 
regret that it did not have the opportunity to present, at an earlier date, its point 
of view in this respect. 

Please accept, etc. 


No. 52 

H.D. 123.] JVotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room, Quai dHrsay, Paris, Tuesday, January 6 , 
ig2o, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A. : Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

5 ntozn: Sir Eyre Crowe; SECRETARY, Mr. Norman. 

France'. M. Gambon; secretary, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy'. M. de Martino; secretary, M, Trombetti. 

M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. : Gapt. B. Winthrop. Great Britain: Capt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned: 

Great Britain : Mr. Millington Drake, Gen. Sackville-West, Gmdr. Mac- 
namara, Mr. Carr. 

France: Gen. Weygand, Gen. Le Rond, Adi, Le Vavasseur, M. Laroche, 
M. Kammerer, M. Hermitte. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero, Vice-Adh Grassi, Gmdr. Scanagatta, M. Vannu- 
telli-Rey, M, Stranieri, M. Mancioli. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 


u z z 
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I . General Le Rond told the Council that in the course of conversations 
„ _ , . he had had with M. von Simson the latter recalled that 

Horn with th^SerZn *<= Germaa delegation in a note of 28 October last had 
Delegation relative to the raised the question of the revision of the German-Polish 
signature of the protocol frontier but that no reply had so far been made to their 
communication. He had replied that the German note 
amounted to nothing less than raising the whole question 
of the treaty of Versailles and that, he considered, could 
not be countenanced by the Allied Governments. 
M. von Simson had then said that he would take note 
of the comment but that the German delegation were 
none the less anxious to have a written reply in order to 
justify themselves in the eyes of the local population who had insisted upon 
the German Government’s obtaining some modification of the treaty. In 
those circumstances he had prepared a draft reply which had been submitted 
to M. Fromageot and which he would read to the Council. 

General Le Rond then read the document which appears as Appendix A. 
It was decided: 

to adopt the draft letter to the German delegation proposed by General 
Le Rond. (Appendix A.) 


and the entry into force 
of the treaty of peace. 

(a) Reply to the German 
note of October 28, igig 
proposing the establish- 
ment of a frontier zone 
between Germany and 
Poland 


General Le Rond said that the German delegates had also recalled that 
in a letter of 5 November last they had asked that a certain limited territory, 
situated in the southwest of Upper Silesia and which, according to the treaty 
of peace, ought to go to Czecho-Slovakia, might be allocated to Upper 
Silesia and allowed to share the same fate as the plebiscite accorded to that 
province. He had confined his reply in that case also to saying that no modi- 
fication of the Treaty of Versailles could possibly be considered. M. von 
Simson was satisfied with the reply and insisted only that it be communicated 
to him in writing. Nevertheless M. von Simson’s request emphasized the 
necessity of an understanding between the Germans and the Gzecho-Slovaks 
if the evacuation of that territory by the Germans and its handing over to 
Czecho-Slovakia were to be assured. He had advised the Gzecho-Slovak 
Delegation about that situation in order that it might take steps to be repre- 
sented for that question in the negotiations actually taking place. A draft 
statute for the territories of Memel and Dantzig was to be submitted to the 
Council that very day. It had been prepared by the Commissions of Polish 
and of Baltic Affairs in joint session. It might be well if a sub-commission 
comprising two or three members of those Commissions would be good 
enough to take part in the negotiations that were going on. 

That proposal was adopted. 


General Weygand told the Supreme Council that, in accordance with 
fb^ Revinonofthe instructions, the commission which had fixed the 

mmb, Iff Allied locpe “mbers of troops to be sent into the areas of occupation 
to be sent to the areas of met on the previous day to examine the objections 
occupation raised in M. von Lersher’s note. It had been unanimous 
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in thinking that the troops proposed could not be reduced in number without 
serious inconvenience and likewise that the arguments put forward by the 
Germans could not be discussed at all. For example, the Germans had 
professed that their military barracks did not have sufficient accommodation, 
although, as a matter of fact, the numbers of the troops fixed for the occupa- 
tion were very appreciably lower than the numbers stationed in the German 
barracks in those territories in time of peace. Nevertheless, so far as concerned 
Allenstein, since the British troops had. had to be reduced to the extent of 
one battalion, they had in the draft letter he was submitting to the Council, 
offered as a concession in that case that the number of battalions to be sent 
would be reduced from four to three. 

On the other hand, since the Government of the United States had not yet 
ratified the Treaty, and consequently could not for the moment send into 
Germany the forces originally decided the total force anticipated was re- 
duced by one quarter. The Germans had therefore at the moment partial 
satisfaction and he proposed to tell them that that circumstance would allow 
the Allies to make a trial of the reduction asked by them. 

General Weygand then read the draft reply to the note of the German 
Delegation of January 2 , 1920 (Appendix B).* 

It was decided: 

to adopt the draft reply to the note of the German Delegation of January 
2, 1920 (Appendix B).^ 

M. Laroche read a report on that question, presented jointly by the 
(c) Draft arrangement commissions of Baltic and of Polish Affairs. (Appen- 
with the German Govern- dix C.) 

ment on the transfer of He added that the basis of the arrangement with 
sovereignty at Dantzig Germany which appeared as an appendix to that report 
and Memel been prepared by the Drafting Committee. The 

Commission had thought it well to make certain modifications and proposed 
to the Supreme Council the adoption of a text rectified in certain particulars. 

M. Laroche then read the draft (Appendix D). 

He explained that the points on which they had modified the draft pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee were two in number. One bore upon the 
condition in which the German officials of those territories would retain the 
rights they had acquired, and the other upon economic and revenue arrange- 
ments. 

In agreement with the Drafting Committee they had deemed it necessary 
to give to the Germans, who would not fail to raise the question, certain 
concessions, but the formula of the legal experts had seemed too rigid, con- 
sidering especially that the provisional regime, insofar as it affected Memel, 

* Not printed. This reply was in the sense of the preceding remarks by General Weygand. 
There was added in the last paragraph: Tn order to do away with any misunderstanding, 
it should be remarked that only police forces may remain in the territories occupied after 
the entry into force of the Treaty and such forces should only include local or municipal 
police forces and gendarmes, exclusive of all formations which depended directly on the 
central authority before the entry into force of the Treaty.® 
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might last for a considerable time; the draft they were proposing seemed to 
have the advantage of not prejudicing the future and of leaving to the Allied 
and Associated Powers greater liberty of action. 

Mr. Wallace said that, so far as concerned Clause i, dealing with the 
procedure of the handing over of the ceded territories, he was obliged to state 
that the use of the formula ‘Principal Allied and Associated Powers’ would 
make it necessary for him to ask instructions from his Government. 

M. Laroche insisted that they could not in that document use any other 
term than the one which already appeared in the Treaty of Versailles. 

Mr. Wallace said that he did not insist. 

It was decided: 

to accept the basis of arrangement with Germany on the transfer of 
German sovereignty over Memel and Dantzig and the provisional adminis- 
tration of those territories as appeared in Appendix D. 

[2] M. Gambon proposed to postpone until the following meeting the 

Repl of the \Rou~ examination of that question as the Roumanian Govern- 
nlmiloLmment to tent’s reply was known to them so far only by the tele- 
the two first [poirijts in grams of the French Charge d’ Affaires at Bucarest. They 
the [Sufire]me Council’s had just received the text of the Roumanian reply itself; 
[notel of November there was every reason, it seemed to him, to postpone 

U discussion of the question till the text of that reply 

could be distributed to the several Delegations. 

(The remainder of the discussion was postponed until the following 
meeting.) 

[3] M. Cambon commented upon the French Delegation’s note of Jan- 

Representations to the 4, 1020 (Appendix E). After a short discussion, 

Hungarian Government It was decided : 

in favour of the Com- the Allied generals at Budapest receive instructions 

^dmth^ to make representations to the Hungarian Government in 

order to ask its clemency towards the communists con- 
demned to death. 


[4] M. DE Saint Quentin explained to the Council that, in accordance 
with its instructions, the Drafting Committee had handed to 
wuTHungarji Secretariat General the list of questions affecting the 

Hungarian Treaty which were not yet definitely settled. 
The Secretariat General had obtained from the several competent commis- 
sions the necessaiy information on the stage reached in the decisions upon 
those questions. 

The first point concerned the liquidation of the property of Hungarian 
nationals by the Roumanians. That question had been the subject of a note 
from Sir George Clerk. The Drafting Committee had examined the possible 
consequences of that liquidation as it affected Hungarian or foreign nationals 
in the territories ceded to Roumania. As they were aware, Roumanian 
2 See No. 23, minute 2 & note 3. 
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legislation prohibited foreigners from owning property, the Economic Com- 
mission had been apprised of the question and would send in its report that 
very day. 

The second point concerned the military and naval clauses, modifica- 
tions in which were demanded by the Gzecho-Slovak Delegation (note of 
December 22[?2o], 1919) and by the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation (note 
of December 27, 1919). 

The military representatives at Versailles were then examining those two 
notes and their report would be ready probably towards the 8th or gth of 
January. 

A third point affected the mines of Pecs. The Commission on Roumanian 
Affairs had proposed to the Supreme Council to submit the exploitation of 
those mines for five years to the control of the Reparation Commission which 
would be in a position, if it considered that advisable, to take into account 
the Serb-Groat-Slovene State’s need of coal.3 The Serbs had then sent a 
note to the Conference on December 22nd, in which they maintained that 
that arrangement was not such as could give them complete satisfaction and 
that in any case it would leave them without coal until the Treaty came into 
force. The Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs was to meet 
on the following day to examine the Serb-Groat-Slovene note and would 
submit to the Supreme Council a report upon the possibility of acceding to 
the Yugo-Slav demand, both from the economic and from the political point 
of view. 

The fourth point affected the economic clauses of the treaty. The Czecho- 
slovaks had made a formal protest against the obligations imposed upon them 
by the Treaty to supply to Hungary a certain quantity of coal. A decision of 
the Supreme Council of December 31st had referred that question to the 
Coal Commission.^ But Powers with limited interests being represented on 
that Goal Commission, there would be great difficulties in arriving at unani- 
mous results for the reason that the interested parties themselves were repre- 
sented thereon. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that it was nevertheless impossible to make 
the conclusion of the Treaty await a decision of the Goal Commission. 

M. DE Saint Quentin thought it would be preferable to consult only the 
experts of the Principal Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe believed that that solution would indeed be preferable 
and, even so, it was necessary to hasten matters since the Hungarians were 
to arrive the following day. 

It was decided: 

to cancel the decision of December 21,s 1919, referring t5 the European 
Coal Commission the examination of the Czecho-Slovak protest against 
supplying coal to Hungary and to refer the examination of the question 
to the technical experts of the Principal Powers. 

3 See No, 34, minute 2. 

See No. 49, minute 10. 

5 In error for December 31 (see note 4 above). 
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M. DE Saint Quentin explained that another economic clause still re- 
mained in suspense, that namely which dealt with the liquidation of Hun- 
garian property in the territories acquired by the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 
The question was to be examined that day by the competent Commission. 

A further question had been raised by the British Delegation: it dealt with 
the measures to be taken in favour of Allied nations who had been adversely 
affected by the issue of notes by the Hungarian Communist Government, 
notes which were then without value. The question had been referred to the 
Financial Commission. That Commission had asked the British Delegation 
for precise information about the conditions in which the issue and exchange 
of those notes had taken place. It had also asked the Economic Commission 
to let it know whether the financial measures of the Government of Bela 
Kun could be considered as coming under the definition ‘exceptional war 
measures’, mentioned in Article 232 of the Treaty. The Economic Commis- 
sion had stated that it had no objection to the insertion in the treaty of an 
article taking into account the case cited by the British Delegation. The 
Financial Commission would continue to meet to come to a decision upon 
the question which had been submitted to it. 

One last point, a request from the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation re- 
ferred to canal administration in the Bachka, the Baranya and the Banat. 
The Serbs had presented two demands, one for the cession of the territory of 
Baya. It seemed to him that that demand could not be granted as the com- 
petent Commission had decided in favour of the maintenance of the frontier 
and the Supreme Council had approved its decision. The second demand of 
the Serbs on the same subject had been referred to the Commission of Ports, 
WateiTvays and Railways and the Secretariat General had asked that Com- 
mission to expedite its reply. 

To resume, none of the points he had touched upon seemed to present 
insuperable difficulties and they might hope that the final text would be 
prepared by Friday.^ 

M. DE Martino asked whether that final text would be submitted to the 
Supreme Council. 

M. DE Saint Quentin answered that the text had already been approved 
by the Supreme Council except in the four or five points which he had just 
discussed and upon which the Council would still have to give its decision. 

M. DE Martino explained that his financial expert had told him on the 
previous day that certain economic and financial clauses of the treaty had not 
been communicated to him, 

M. DE Saint Quentin felt it difficult to understand how that could have 
happened. The clauses of the Treaties were as a matter of fact drafted by the 
Commissions and then, after approval by the Supreme Council, revised by 
the Drafting Committee, In any case the Italian financial expert might 
easily have communicated to him the clauses that interested him by applying 
to his colleague on the Drafting Committee. 

The meeting then adjourned. ' 

^ January 9, 1920, 

, 710. . . 



Appendix A to No. 52 

PARIS, January 6 , igso. 

Peace Conference. 

The President, 

Mr. Pi'esident: 

In the course of the present conversations, M, von Sinison, President of the 
Cjerman Commission of Experts, asked for a reply to your letter of October 28, 
enclosing a Note ‘relative to the temporary demarkation line between Germany 
and Poland, and a rectification of the Eastern frontier’. 

The proposals contained in the said Note are tantamount to placing the Treaty 
of Versailles under question, therefore, they cannot be given consideration. 

The Allied Powers can only comply with the stipulations of the Treaty of June 
28, 1919. 

Accept, etc. 


Appendix G to No. 52 

Report presented to the Supi‘eme Council by the Commissions on Polish and 
Baltic Affairs 

During the meeting of January 3, 1920, it was decided by the Supreme Council: 
‘that the Commission on Polish Affairs, which is authorized to employ the experts 
it may deem necessary, will immediately prepare plans for arrangements with the 
German Government concerning the transfer of sovereignty over Memel and 
Dantzig.’ 

In the course of an expose presented to the Supreme Council by General Le 
Rond, it was indicated that the Arrangement between the Allied Powers and 
Germany might be elaborated on the following bases : {a) temporary maintenance 
of German officials, with the guarantees enjoyed by them; {b) maintenance of the 
jurisdictions existing at the present time; and creation of a Superior jurisdiction ; 
{c) maintenance of the German legislation ; [d) delivery of the properties belonging 
to the Reich and Prussia to the Allied Powers ; {e) temporary maintenance of the 
economic and financial status quoP 

The Commission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Baltic Affairs met on 
January 5. 

They were unanimous in deciding that the immediate arrangements should be 
of a general nature, and that it was advisable to authorize the Temporary Adminis- 
trator, representative of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in Dantzig, 
and the Commander of the Occupation Forces in Memel, to adopt any neces- 
sary measures of detail on the spot. 

Under these circumstances it appeared desirable to have speciaPclauses prepared 
to cover the points (r) and {d) in the concluding of the Arrangement. 

As Germany will automatically lose all rights of sovereignty over the territories 
of Dantzig and Memel, upon the entry into force of the Treaty, the temporary 
maintenance of the German legislation will be decided by the Allied and Associated 
Powers alone without requiring consultation with the German Government. 

7 See No. 50, minute 2. 



Furthermore, as the delivery of the properties belonging to the Reich and to the 
various German States is provided for, by Article 107 of the Treaty for Dantzig, 
and in the two first paragraphs of Article 256 for Memel, the representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers will be authorized to regulate the conditions of this 
delivery on the spot. 

Finally, it appeared to the Commission that it would entail serious inconveniences 
to formally agree to maintain the economic and financial status quo now existing. 

If, in principle, this maintenance appears temporarily inevitable, it is important, 
nevertheless, to reserve, in the interest of the territories transferred to the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, the right to adopt any measures which may be 
deemed necessary (interdiction to export to Germany, for example) . 

In the same way, if the maintenance of the present local jurisdiction appears 
unavoidable, it is desirable to provide, in the Arrangement with Germany, for the 
creation of a Superior jurisdiction applicable in the ceded territories. 

As Germany’s relinquishment of her sovereignty rights releases, ipso facto ^ the 
inhabitants of Memel and Dantzig from the jurisdiction of German tribunals, the 
Allied and Associated Powers are authorized to institute a Superior District Court 
under any conditions deemed advisable by them. 

From the German point of view, the maintenance of the local jurisdiction 
amounts to an application of the temporary statutes of the magistrates now officiat- 
ing in the ceded territories. (Therefore the question conflicts with point {a).) 

The Arrangement between the Allies and Germany might be limited to a certain 
number of provisions according to which the officials of administrative or judiciary 
order, who would temporarily remain in office, would retain the powers vested in 
them by the German Government, but, on the other hand, it appeared to the 
Commission necessary that provisions be adopted regulating the conditions under 
which the delivery of ceded territories is to be effected, (settlement of the accounts, 
turning over of the archives, etc.) . 

In accord with the Drafting Committee, and under reservation concerning 
certain modifications made in the text prepared by the Committee, the Com- 
mission has the honour to submit the plan of Arrangement hereto annexed® for the 
approval of the Supreme Council. 

For the reasons above exposed, the Commission is unable to agree with Alinea 
5,® and proposes that it be replaced by the text submitted in Annex 2.^° 

Appendix D to No. 52 

Bases for the Arrangement with Germany concerning the Transfer of German Sove- 
reignty on the Territories of Memel and Dantzig and the Provisional Administration 
of these Territories 

I. Procedure for the transfer of the ceded territories. 

The sovereignty being transferred ipso facto to the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers by the coming into force of the Treaty, the transfer of these territories will 
be effected (by the highest functionary of the German Administration) to the 

® Not printed. This annex was the first draft of the document in appendix D. (Cf. 
M. Laroche’s explanation recorded in minute i {c) above.) 

® i.e. General Le Rond’s proposal (e) above.’ 

See paragraph 2 of appendix D. 
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representative of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers at the request of the 
latter and under the conditions which he will indicate. 

2. The German financial administration and the . . as well as the administra- 
tive and judicial registers will be closed at the date of the transfer of these territories. 
All archives and registers will be remitted into the possession of the new authority. 

3. Proces-verbal [sic] of the above operations will be made and signed by the 
respective representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and of 
Germany. 

4. A few days’ delay is granted them for the carrying out of these different 
formalities. 

4. [rzV] Provisional Administration of the Ceded Territories. 

The administrative and judicial personnel and in general the personnel in the 
public service of the state, which, in accord with the representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, will continue to exei'cise their functions temporarily, 
will keep their acquired rights in Germany. If they later return in the German 
service, these functionaries will be considered by the German Government as 
having been temporarily on leave. In the event that they would remain definitely 
in the service of the ceded territories, their rights in regard to Germany will be 
determined at the date of the transfer of the territories and will be the object of a 
subsequent convention. 

5. The Economic and Customs regime of the ceded territories would only be 
determined when the final political regime of these territories shall have been 
established. The modifications which it may be necessary to bring provisionally 
in the present relations between these territories and Germany will take into serious 
account the reciprocal needs and interests of the population. 


Appendix E to No. 52 

Proposal to request the Clemency of the Hungarian Government for certain Communists 

January 1Q20. 

French Delegation. 

Execution of Communists at Budapest 

From concordant information sent from Budapest by General Gordon [Gorton] 
and General Graziani, the Hungarian Courts have condemned to death a certain 
number of communists, several of whom represented the most moderate element in 
the Government of Bela Kun. On the date of December 23, 14 communists had 
already been executed. At that time, General Gordon [Gorton] asked for and 
obtained from his Government instructions to intercede in favour of the condemned. 
But his steps were either too late or vain. Since then, he asked his French and 
Italian colleagues for assistance. 

The French Government is willing, jointly with the other (governments, to 
invite the Hungarian Government to be indulgent, if the Supreme Council thus 
decides. 

” The text here is uncertain. The earlier draft originally included in appendix G read : 
‘The German management of the finances and recording thereof, as well as’ etc. The text 
printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris Conference, igig, 
vol. ix, p. 816, reads: “The German financial administration and the [book of accounts] 
as well as’ etc. 



No. 53 

H. D. 124 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d'Orsay, Paris, Friday, January g, 

igso, at 11.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain'. Mr. Lloyd George, Lord Gurzon, Mr. Bonar Law; secre- 
tary, Sir M. P. A. Hankey. 

France'. M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. 

Arnavon, M. de Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M, Nitti, M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti, 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. France: M. Massigli. 

Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain : Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, Gen. Weygand, Gen. Le Rond, 
M. Laroche, M. de Fleuriau, M. Hermitte, M. de Montille, M. 
Fromageot. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero, Vice-Adi. Grassi, M. Mancioli, 

Japan: M. Sawada. 

I. The Council had before it a note of the Drafting Committee, dated 
January 6, 1920 (see Appendix A),^ and a note from 
the British Delegation, dated January 8, 1920 (see 
Appendix B).’' 

M. Clemenceau stated that before dealing with the 
agenda he wished to express his thanks to the distinguished representatives 
of Great Britain and Italy who had been kind enough to attend. They hoped 
that it would at last be possible, by a common effort, to settle with them the 
questions arising out of the war, which had not yet received a solution. 

They intended to sign the protocol on the following day and to proceed to 
the deposit [of] the ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles. There remained, 
however, a difficulty which M. Loucheur would explain to the Council. 

M. Loucheur said that there was a dispute concerning a sentence of the 
letter which they had decided to deliver to the Head of the German Delega- 
tion after he had signed the protocol. The last sentence of the last paragraph 
but one of that letter^ noted that the reduction which might be made from 
the original demand of 400,000 tons of floating docks, floating cranes, etc., 
should not exceed 125,000 tons. The Drafting Committee, however, feared 
ambiguity; itViight well be understood that the maximum of 125,000 tons 
only applied to the reduction which would be proposed by the experts after 
verification of the existing material. If the Supreme Council meant to say 

^ Not printed. The notes in appendices A and B were as summarized below by M. 
Loucheur. 

2 i.e, the last sentence of the draft passage proposed by Baron von Lersner: see No. 51, 
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that that maximum included all the reductions which might be proposed for 
whatsoever cause, the Drafting Committee considered that it would be 
necessary to modify the text. The British Delegation supported these observa- 
tions, and Sir Eyre Crowe declared that, in his opinion, the figure of 125,000 
tons, as adopted by the Council, should include all reductions, whatsoever.^ 
He hastened to say that they were all in agreement with Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
interpretation. It was to be distinctly understood that in no case should the 
total of reductions to be made on the original demand of 400,000 tons exceed 
125,000 tons. That point once established, it seemed to him dangerous to 
modify the terms of the letter which M. von Lersner had already accepted. 
Furthermore, was such a change necessary? They were the sole judges of 
reductions which might be consented to for economic reasons. It was there- 
fore sufficient for the Allies to agree among themselves that in no case should 
the total of reductions, made for whatsoever cause, exceed 125,000 tons; but 
it was useless to notify their agreement to the Germans. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the total of the reductions allowed for whatsoever cause, on the 

original demand of 400,000 tons of floating docks, cranes, etc., as 
reparation for the Scapa Flow aft'air, should not in any case exceed 
the figure of 125,000 tons; 

(2) that if the Council were agreed on that point, there would be no need to 

modify the last sentence of the penultimate paragraph of the letter 
to be delivered to M. von Lersner after the signature of the protocol. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 

instructions of his Government. 

2. M. Clemenceau stated that the following ceremony would take place on 

Ceremony of the signature afternoon of the following day : they would first meet 
of the protocol and of the in M. Pichon’s room, M. von Lersner would be intro- 
proct-verbal of the duced and would sign the protocol alone. They would 
deposit of ratifications proceed to the Clock Room where the proces-verbal 

of the deposit of ratifications would be signed by a representative of each of 
the Powers which had ratified. 

3. The Council had before it a memorandum of the German Delegation 

dated January 3, 1920 (see Appendix C), a note of the 
Letter to the German German Delegation, dated January 8, 1920 (see Appen- 
Delegationinrepjyto pjv ^nd a draft letter to M. von Lersner, dated 

the first paragraph of the ^ / a tt-in 

memorandmi January 9, 1920 (see Appendix E). 
dated Jan. 3, ipso M. Fromageot said that the German Delegation had 

addressed a memorandum to the Confesence, the first 
paragraph of which stated ‘until such time as it is known whether the United 
States of America will ratify the Treaty or not, the German Government is 
prepared to let the Allies decide how the American representatives on the 

2 The British note stated that ‘Sir Eyre Crowe certainly understood that it was [the] 
sense of the Supreme Council that the amount of 125,000 tons should include all possible 
reductions, granted according to the experts’ inquiry, or for economic reasons’. 
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Commission provided for by the Treaty may be temporarily replaced’. On 
the other hand, the German Delegation raised anew the question of the 
American representation in a short note concerning Memel and Dantzig, 
which had been received on the preceding day. Under these conditions it 
was advisable that there should not be a misunderstanding between the 
Allies and Germany, the consequences of which might be serious. The United 
States not having ratified the Peace Treaty, had no claim to sovereignty over 
Memel and Dantzig: the Allied Powers did not, therefore, represent the 
rights of the United States — rights which were then non-existent. It was 
important, on the other hand, that Germany should not be able to maintain 
later on that she had only accepted the Treaty temporarily and that, should 
the United States not ratify it, she was justified in questioning its validity. 
That was an argument which was directly contrary to the final stipulations 
of the Treaty. It had for that reason appeared necessary to reply to the 
German memorandum by a note which he would read to the Council. 
(M. Fromageot then read the draft note contained in Appendix E.) 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was in agreement with what M. Froma- 
geot had just said. It was understood that when three of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, on the one hand, and Germany, on the other, had 
ratified the Treaty, it should then come into force. That arrangement held 
good, irrespective of which of the Powers had ratified, and the situation would 
be similar if Great Britain, for example, had not ratified. Were this not so, 
there would be no peace ; the state of war could not be prolonged. It was 
impossible to wait until America let them know whether she intended ratify- 
ing or not, before putting the Treaty into force. The Treaty was not a pro- 
visional one: it was a final Treaty which bound once and for all the Powers 
which had ratified, and Germany. This being so, and whilst approving the 
note as a whole, he wondered whether it would not be possible to suppress 
the reference made to China on the second page.'^ 

M. Fromageot remarked that this was a good argument. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that it might be, but the question was whether 
the use of that argument were opportune. 

M. Fromageot remarked that they might simply say ‘the absence of the 
signature of one Power would not prevent the Treaty from existing . . . etc.’ 

M. SciALOjA did not consider the argument a good one. The question in 
substance was not whether the Treaty came into force or not, but to decide 
how such of its clauses as dealt with special action to be taken by the United 
States, or its representatives, could be applied: for example, those which men- 
tioned the participation of the United States on such and such a Commission. 

A case in paint would be whether, in the absence of the American repre- 
sentative, a Commission could exercise its functions. The problem was not, 
to decide whether the Treaty should be applied, but to decide how it could 
be applied. 

This reference was not included in the text in appendix E. The passage in question is 
printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : the Paris Peace Conference, 
jp/p, vol. ix, p. 828. 
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M. Clemengeau said that they were therefore all agreed to omit that 
argument. 

It was decided: 

To send to the Head of the German Delegation the letter, of which a 
draft was given in Appendix E, omitting in the last paragraph of page 2 
the argument drawn from the absence of China’s signature of the Treaty.^ 

4. The Council had before it a note from the Marshal, Gommander-in- Chief 

of the Allied Armies, dated January 6, 1920 (Appendix 
Draft of a verbal note a draft Verbal note to the German Delegation 

to the German DaUga- (Appendix G).* 

tton (Concentration of ^ A- , , , , 

troops in Western GENERAL Weygand read and Commented upon the 

Prussia) note of Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Wallace asked whether the Germans had not 
already agreed to withdraw their troops from those regions. 

General Weygand replied that the Germans had concluded an agree- 
ment with the Poles which laid down the conditions of the evacuation of the 
territories ceded to Poland. The Poles were now anxious about the concen- 
tration of German forces in the territories to be ceded, and especially of 
troops which came from the Baltikum: they feared incidents at the time of 
the handing over of those districts to the Polish authorities. For that reason 
they asked the Conference to intervene. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he wondered whether it would be advisable 
to send a note of that kind. The Germans were responsible for the mainte- 
nance of order until such time as the Polish and Allied troops would occupy 
those territories. Was it wise to send a note of that kind before they felt sure 
that the Germans intended to violate the Treaty? Up to that time there was 
no reason to suppose that such was their intention. He would point out that 
the evacuation of the German troops was only to begin on the seventh day. 
He feared a delay in the evacuation by the Germans much less than a delay 
on the part of the troops which were to replace them. 

General Weygand replied that as the Council had decided to bring the 
Treaty into force on the following day, he would not insist, as the question 
lost much of its interest. 

It was decided: 

that there was no need to send a verbal note to the Head of the German 
Delegation on the subject of the concentration of troops in the territories 
of Western Prussia. 

5. General Weygand stated that on the preceding day they had signed an 

agreement with the German representati\«es concerning 
Transport of Allied transport of Allied contingents in the plebiscite areas. 

contingents in the plebis- mi . • ^ 1 i i t 

cite areas That agreement satisfied their demands regarding the 

number of wagons to be supplied by the Germans. The 
German representatives, however, had made reservations in the document 

5 Not printed. This draft verbal note was based on the note by Marshal Foch in appendix 
F and concluded by making to the German Government the two requests proposed by him. 
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which had been signed on the preceding day, with regard to the cost of this 
transport, stating that they had not received a reply from Berlin; they had 
therefore not agreed to grant the Allies military rates. 

The Council took note of General Weygand’s communications. 

6. M. Dutasta said that they had received a telegram from the French 

Minister at Copenhagen, dated January 5th, stating that 
representative of the German Government had not yet 
° ‘ ^ communicated in writing whether he was authorized to 

accept the arrangement which had been submitted to him by the Inter- 
national Commission concerning the occupation of the plebiscite area in 
Schleswig. M. Dutasta had seen M. von Lersner on the preceding day and 
had informed him that the Council must receive written approval of that 
agreement by the German Government by the following day. M. von Lersner 
thought that that approval must have been given since January 5th. In any 
case, he would obtain authority to give it himself, if need be. 

7. M. Berthelot said that in order to meet certain wishes and also to give 

a certain solemnity to the first meeting of the Council 
First meeting of the League of Nations, they had agreed to postpone 

Nations ceremony for a few days. In any event it would be 

well to fix the exact date thereof without delay, and 
communicate it to President Wilson who would send out the official convo- 
cation. M. Bourgeois suggested January 19th. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the question was as follows: did they wish 
the first meeting to be an official ceremony or not? Unless he were mis- 
taken, that first meeting would only decide a practical question, i.e., the 
nomination of the Delimitation Commission of the Saar. Would it be neces- 
sary to have a highly ceremonial function for that? It seemed that a simple 
business meeting would be sufficient to attain that object. The inauguration, 
properly speaking, of the League could then take place, once all the delegates 
had been appointed and when it became possible to decide upon a more 
complete agenda. 

M. Berthelot said that it was, however, rather difficult that the first 
meeting should take place without any ceremony; and it was natural enough 
that some speeches should be made on that occasion. Some time previous, 
M. Fromageot had found an ingenious solution which came very near to 
Mr. Lloyd George’s idea: to wit, to hold the second meeting before the 
first. . . F He did not think that would be possible. . . . ^ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the fact nevertheless remained that that 
meeting woulc^ not do very much, and were it not for the necessity of appoint- 
ing the Saar Commission, there would be no need to call the Council at the 
present time. 

M. Berthelot replied that there were two distinct questions: the question 
of the agenda upon which they were agreed, and that of the date of meeting. 

* A French text of this minute is printed by A. Tardieu and F. de Jessen, op. cit,, p. 345. 

’ Punctuation as in original. 



Sir Eric Drummond had asked that the first meeting be postponed. It was 
in order to meet his wish that they proposed a delay; but it was clear that 
there was no reason to surround that event with too much ceremony. 

Lord Gurzon said that M. Bourgeois, who was to preside at the first 
meeting, intended to make a speech, and he wished him to make one like- 
wise. As far as he was concerned, he was willing not to do so and he thought 
that M. Bourgeois would also consent to this. 

After some discussion. 

It was decided; 

that Lord Gurzon and M. Bourgeois should agree upon the date of the 
first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations. 


8. The Council had before it a note of the Chairman of the Interallied 
Rhineland High Commission, dated January 5, 1920 (see 

Expenses of the 


land Interallied High 
Commission 


After a short discussion. 
It was decided: 


That the expenses of the Interallied Rhineland High Commission should 
be paid by Germany by priority, on the same basis as tbe expenses of tbe 
army of occupation, provided for in Articles 249 and 251 h of the Treaty 
of Peace. 


Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government. 

The meeting then adjourned. 

(The Chiefs of Delegations met in camera. y 


Appendix G to No. 53 

Memorandum from German Delegation of Jan. frd regarding temporary replacement 
of American Delegates on Commissions provided for in the Treaty 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN L 9I. 

January 8, i^so. 

(1) In order to facilitate the suppression of the difficulties caused by the non- 
participation of the United States of America in the establishment of the first 
proces- verbal of the deposit of ratifications, the German Government wishes to 
continue to offer proof of its good faith. Until such times as it is known whether 
the United States of America will ratify the Treaty or not, the German Govern- 
ment is ready to let the Allies decide how the American representatives on the 
Commissions provided for by the Treaty may be temporarily replaced. 

( 2 ) By the terms of the Note of December 22 , the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments received information to the effect that, after November 3 , the floating docks, 
Boating cranes, and dredges which are not carried on the list submitted by the 
German Technical Commission, are to be sold abroad. An investigation ordered 

® Not printed. This note proposed the resolution adopted by the Supreme Council. 

^ See No. 63, 
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by the German Government shows that this information is incorrect. If, however, 
it were established that sales of this nature were being conducted by private 
individuals without the knowledge of the Government, the circumstance should 
be taken in consideration. 

(3) The German Government, in the absence of more definite information from 

the Allies, is not in a position to assume a stand relative to the affirmation, accord- : 

ing to which, among the crews interned consequent to the Scapa Flow incident, 
there are individuals who are guilty of a violation of the laws and customs of war 
and concerning whom Article 228 of the Peace Treaty [is] applicable. The German 
Government again protests against the fact that the crews which, with confidence 
in the terms of the Armistice Convention entered enemy waters, are retained by 
force. 

(4) According to a passage in the Allied Note of December 22, relative to the I 

delivery of the five cruisers mentioned in the Protocol, the Allied and Associated 
Governments esteem that the change desired by Germany in the Article in question | 

in the Protocol of November i would be in contradiction with the provisions of the 
Peace Treaty. The German Government is not in a position to judge to what 
extent this is exact, and would be grateful for more specific information in the i 

matter. I 

According to Article 18 1 of the Treaty, the German Naval forces which are j 

available include six small cruisers. According to Article 190, paragraph 3, the i. 

cruisers as well as the battleships may be replaced by new constructions after a 
period of twenty years after their launching. This provision indicates, in the | 

estimation of the German Government that, when Germany was authorized to | 

keep six cruisers, it was not intended to include ships whose launching dates so far | 

back that they are susceptible to replacement after three or four years. In deliver- i 

ing the five cruisers exacted by the Protocol, there would remain eight cruisers from 
which to choose the six cruisers which are to be put into service. Now, among 
these eight cruisers there are only three which were built subsequent to 1900 or, : 
to be exact, in 1902 and 1903. Moreover, the present condition of these eight ships 
is so bad that only two at most are available for military use, and this after a con- 
siderable outlay of money, repairs and time. In the meantime, it is absolutely 
necessary for Germany to dispose of militarily serviceable cruisers in the defence of 
her long coast line if she is to avoid being exposed to the attack of any naval forces, [ 

however feeble. ; 

PARIS, January 3, ig20. i 

"I 

Appendix D TO No. 53 I 

General Observations from the German Delegation regarding the negotiations as to 
the Territories of Memel and Dantzig 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. 95. 

January 12, ig20. 

January < 9 , 1320. 1 

The Geiman Government believes it its duty to remark that according to the 
terms of the Treaty of Peace Germany must renounce her rights and titles to the 
territories of Memel and Dantzig in favour of the Allied and Associated Powers 
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collectively (articles 99 and 100). I suppose that as the United States of America 
have not yet ratified the Peace Treaty, the Four Principal Powers who have ratified 
will provisionally represent the rights which in this respect belong to the United 
States, and I presume that the Government of the United States will agree to this 
procedure. 


Appendix E to No. 53 

Note to the German Delegation of January gth^ regarding the provisional replacement 
of the United States Delegates ^ particularly in regard to Memel and Dantzig 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, PARIS. 

ESH BULLETIN NO. §6. 

January 12, igig [ig2d \ . 

Peace Conference. 

Monsieur le President : 

In an aide-memoire of the 3rd of this month, you were kind enough to inform 
the Secretary-General of the Peace Conference that ‘as long as the question of 
whether the United States would ratify or not remained in suspense, the German 
Government was prepared to leave to the Allies the task of deciding how American 
representatives in the Commissions provided for by the Treaty should be tem- 
porarily replaced’. 

In ‘General Observations in Regard to the Negotiations as to the Territories of 
Memel and Dantzig’ of January 8th, the German Delegation further remarks that 
according to the terms of the Treaty of Peace ‘Germany must renounce all rights 
and titles to these territories in favour of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers collectively’ and assumes that ‘the Four Principal Powers who have 
ratified will provisionally represent the rights which in this respect belong to the 
United States’ as long as this last Power shall not have ratified. 

It is to be feared that the terms in which these communications have been 
drafted may lead to some misunderstanding, which Germany and the Allies have 
a mutual interest to obviate. In the first place, there can be no question of replacing 
even temporarily the American representatives in the Commissions, for such 
replacement would constitute a modification of the Treaty. Neither is it con- 
ceivable that the Four Principal Powers can represent the rights belonging to the 
United States to Memel and Dantzig, since these rights resulting from the Treaty 
cannot exist for the United States until they shall have ratified. 

Therefore, the British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan are, at the present 
moment, the only Powers who according to the Treaty have the quality of Princi- 
pal Allied and Associated Powers as provided for by the Treaty. 

To these four Powers and to these Powers alone, for the time being, do the 
provisions regarding the ‘Principal Allied and Associated Powers’* apply. 

It is therefore to these four Powers only that the undivided sovereignty of 
Memel and Dantzig is transferred. When the United States ratify, the undivided 
sovereignty will belong to five Powers instead of four; but that does not concern 
Germany. .. 

Finally, the German Government has no reason to consider the non-participa- 
tion of the United States at the first deposit of ratifications to question any 
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provision of the Treaty or to reserve its liberty of action in case the United States 
decide not to ratify the Treaty. 

From the moment of the proces-verbal establishing the first deposit of ratification, 
the Treaty must receive from all the Powers participating in the deposit full and 
absolute application in all its provisions. 

Besides, the Supreme Council cannot in this respect do anything else but refer 
to its note of December 23nd and maintain without change the conclusions which 
the first paragraph of this document formulated on strict conformity with the final 
clauses of the Treaty. 

Please accept [etc.]. 


Appendix F to No. 53 
Document i 

Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 

General Staff 

G.H.Q^., Jan. 6 , jgao. 

No. 28, Section Three 
From : Marshal Foch. 

To : President of the Council, President of the Peace Conference. 

According to information of Polish origin, copy of which is hereto annexed, it is 
shown that the Germans are maintaining important forces in Western Prussia, 
which is in no way justified by the internal situation of the country. 

These troops are composed, in particular, of Baltic elements and are principally 
concentrated in the region of Thorn. 

As a result of an anterior intervention, General Dupont obtained the assurance 
of the German Government that the territories of Western Prussia, which are to be 
annexed to Poland, would be freed of all the elements which had arrived, or might 
arrive, from Courland. 

It would appear, from the information above referred to, that these promises 
have not been adhered to. 

In the meantime any concentration of German troops in the regions to be 
evacuated, and particularly of troops brought back from the Baltic, would tend to 
provoke conflicts which it is important to avoid. 

Consequently, it is desirable to invite the German Government, before the entry 
into force of the Treaty, to: 

{a) reduce the forces in Western Prussia to a strength strictly necessary to assure 
the maintenance of order, and safe passage across the territory for the Polish troops; 

(6) send all the elements having belonged to the Baltic troops, at the present 
time located either in territory which is to be ceded to Poland or in plebiscite 
territory, to Central Germany. 

These measures, which are similar to those applied in Upper Silesia relative to 
the military situation, might, should it be deemed expedient, be carried out in the 
same manner, by means of a verbal communication to M. von Lersner. 



Document 2 

Polish Military Mission in France 

PARIS, Jan. 4, iQso. 

No. 172/B 

From; General Rozwadowski, Head of the Polish Military Mission. 

To : The Gommander-in-Ghief of the Interallied Armies. 

I have the honour to inform the Marshal of France that, according to a reliable 
source, the Germans are concentrating important forces at the base of the Vistula. 

These forces are composed as follows; the 33rd Reichswehr Brigade, near 
Insterbruck; the Olita Brigade, near Elk; the 20th, 41st, and 37th R. Brigades, 
near Thorn, while only thi'ee brigades are covering the Posnania front. All these 
units have received reinforcements since December ist. The Germans have con- 
centrated the Freikorps Diebitsch, the Freikorps Plehwe, the Schauroth Detach- 
ment, the elements of the 1 7th R. Brigade, all except the elements of this Brigade 
coming from Gourland and Lithuania, in the neighbourhood of Thorn. 

The Gourland troops, noted for their brutality and hostility towards the Poles 
and their lack of discipline, have evidently been brought to these regions to provoke 
the Polish population, and in that way, impede the turning over of these regions to 
Poland. 

I have the honour to request that the Marshal of France cause the necessary 
measures to be taken to ensure the evacuation of these territories by the heavy 
German fighting units before their cession to Poland, and especially, the removal 
of the undisciplined detachments from Gourland before the commencement of the 
Polish occupation. 

If such measures are not taken serious troubles might take place between the 
Germans and occupying troops, while, on the contrary, greatly inferior forces 
would be wholly sufficient to maintain order and assure the correct rendition of the 
territories in question. 

Rozwadowski. 

No. 54 

H.D. 125.] Motes of a Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs [w], 
held at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, Saturday, January 10, ig20, at 11.30 a.m. 

Present; U . S . A .\ Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Mr. Lloyd George, Lord Curzon, Mr. Bonar Law; 
secretary. Sir M. P. A. Hankey. 

France: M. Cleraenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Nitti, M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Capt. Winthrop. Great ^Britain: Gapt. 

Lothian Small. France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

; M. Gambon, M. Laroche, M. Hermitte, M. Arna von. 

Italy: Gen. Gavallero. 

M. Sawada. 
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I . Mr. Wallace referred to a reservation made by the American Delegation 
te. of Naim troopa of resolution of the Supreme Council on the subject 

the Togoland and dated December Qj ^9^9 (h.l). iio).^ 

Cameroon for the defence He explained that he had been authorized by his 
of the metropolitan and Government to accept, in the name of the United States, 
of the Colonial territory suggestion made by Sir Eyre Crowe on the gth of 
December on the subject of employing native troops in the Togo and 
Gameroons, to the effect that the text of Article 22 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations will be maintained but interpreted with reference to the 
minutes of the Council of Ten, of January 30, 1919; in other words, in 
the event only of a general war, France will be allowed to raise within the 
territory held under her mandate native troops to be employed in her 
own defence as well as in that of the territories in question. 


M. Clemenceau read the text of the arrangement concerning the Inter- 
allied military organization which would take effect 
after the coming into force of the Treaty of Versailles; 
the arrangement was couched in these terms : 

The Allied and Associated Governments decide that 
the Interallied military organization shall continue 
under the presidency of Marshal Foch at Versailles and shall have as terms 
of reference ; 


Interallied military 
organization after the 
coming into force of the 
Treaty 


‘{a) to act as advisory council to the Allied and Associated Governments 
in military questions arising out of the execution of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany. 

‘{b) to carry into execution the orders given it by the Allied and 
Associated Powers in matters concerning the Commissions of Control and 
the Allied forces of occupation in the Rhineland and Plebiscite areas.’ 
Mr. Lloyd George said that in the name of the British Government he 
very gladly agreed to the proposal put before the Council. It was necessary 
that that organization should continue to sit at Versailles. Versailles was 
a word to which public opinion in England was accustomed. Further, he 
should very much like that that organization should be consulted not only 
upon the military questions arising out of the execution of the Treaty with 
Germany but also upon military questions bearing upon other issues of 
common interest to the Allies. Among such questions he would cite those 
affecting southern Russia, Azerbaidj an and Georgia, where the situation — ^and 
he was going to discuss it shortly with the Council — was very grave. 

M. Matsui pointed out that during the war Japan had not been repre- 
sented on the yersailles Military Council. The Council was now being pro- 
longed; was it understood that Japan would be represented? 

Mr. Lloyd George said that that depended upon Japan; that it was 
Japan itself that had not udshed to be represented in the former Council, 

M. Matsui asked whether they would have any objections in the event of 
his Government being prepared to be represented. 


* No. 39 (minute 6). 
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Mr, Lloyd George felt that the Allies would have no objection whatever. 

M. Nitti approved the proposal submitted to the Council. 

It was decided : 

that the Interallied military organization should continue under the 
presidency of Marshal Foch at Versailles and have for instructions : 

(a) to act as advisory council to the Allied and Associated Governments 
in the military questions arising out of the execution of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany ; 

(5) to execute the orders given it by the Allied and Associated Powers in 
matters concerning the Commissions of Control and the Allied forces 
of occupation in the Rhineland and Plebiscite areas. 

It was further decided: 

that, should the occasion arise, the Council could be consulted upon all 
military questions of common interest to the Allies which the latter might 
be agreed to submit to it. 

Mr. Wallace would refer this resolution to Washington for instructions 
of his Government. 


3. Mr. Lloyd George told the Council that they had just received from the 

. Caucasus very disturbing news. The Bolsheviks were advanc- 

Caucasus^^ ^ upon the Caspian; if, having entirely defeated Denikin’s 

army, they should reach the sea, it was possible that the Turks 
might join with them, an event which would throw the States of the Caucasus 
into a desperate situation. It became incumbent, therefore, on the Council 
to find out whether it would be wise to support those States by sending them, 
for example, arms and ammunition to facilitate their resistance to the Bol- 
shevist drive. He did not mean to express in that place an opinion upon so 
delicate a question, but suggested referring it to the military organization at 
Versailles which without prejudicing the political solution might be able to 
give them the information of a purely military nature which they required 
in order to take a decision. 

M. Clemengeau thought it might be good if the British Delegation drafted 
a memorandum which the Council could submit to the military council at 
Versailles. 

It was decided: 

to refer to the Versailles Military Council the question of the aid it 
might be necessary to give to the Caucasian States against the Bolsheviks. 
The British Delegation would prepare a memorandum upon the subject 
which would be submitted to the Versailles Military Council for immediate 
examination and report to the Supreme Council. 

4. Mr, Lloyd George expressed his regret at again proposing a subject not 

down on the agenda. But the agenda for that meeting 
Oiganizauon of the rather long and might possibly occupy them for quite 

work OJ m Lonjerence ^ time. There was a danger of its being so 

on the following days. Mr. Glemenceau’s time was extremely limited as 
indeed was his own, for he would douljtless have to return to England shortly 
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on account of serious labour troubles. To save time, he would suggest re- 
course to a method of organization that had already been tested, namely, to 
constitute on the one hand a Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, which 
would examine questions relative to the Peace Treaty with Hungary and all 
questions of detail on which, for that matter, Lord Gurzon was much better 
informed than himself and to form on the other hand a Council of the Heads 
of Governments who would examine only the larger questions of general 
policy, the discussion of which had been essentially the object of his visit. 

M. Nitti supported Mr. Lloyd George’s proposal. He too could not pro- 
long very much his stay in Paris. He would remind them that he should have 
to be in Italy for labour questions, the solution of which was urgent, as well 
as for the reopening of Parliament which was to take place before the end 
of the month. The Council of Heads of Governments ought naturally to deal 
with the question of the Adriatic, but it was desirable that it should also 
examine the Albanian question which he very earnestly desired to have 
solved before his departure. The maintenance of a force of occupation in 
Albania was costing them enormous sums and they anxiously desired to have 
it settled. 

It was decided : 

that during the presence in Paris of the British and Italian Prime 

Ministers, there should be constituted: 

(1) a Council of the Heads of Governments who would deal with questions 

of general policy ; 

(2) a Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs who would deal with questions 

arising out of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary and all matters not 
examined by the Council of Heads of Governments. 

The meeting adjourned. 


726 



CHAPTER II 


Meetings in London and Paris of Allied Prime Ministers 
and Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
December ii, 1919— January 21, 1920 


No. 55 

i.c.p. I.] Notes of a Conversation at 10 ^ Downing Street, London, S.JV., on 
Thursday, December //, igig, at g p.m. 

Present : British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs, Mr. Philip Kerr. 

France: M. Glemenceau,^ M. Gambon,^ M. Berthelot, M. de Fleuriau.^ 
secretary: Sir M. Haiikey. 
interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 


I. M. Glemengeau said that there were two ways of approaching this 
question, either as a whole or in detail. He thought 
Turkey. Abandonmetit perhaps the best plan would be to begin by discussing 
Turk^ in\sia^^otker details, such as Mesopotamia, Syria and Pales- 

than the Arab Portions which raised questions more especially concerning 

Great Britain and France. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that it would be better to begin by con- 
sidering the question of Turkey as a whole. 

M. Glemengeau said he had no objection to this course. 

He suggested that, to start with, the system of mandates should be re- 
nounced so far as Asia Minor is concerned, and that the question of the 
Ottoman Empire should be dealt with as a whole in the manner which 
seemed best. When he spoke of renouncing the system of mandates for 
Turkey, he did not wish to include the Arab part of the former Turkish 
Empire. In discussing the question from a Turkish point of view, however, 
he felt he ought not to include Cilicia as part of Syria, since the Turks did 
not admit that it was part of Syria. He therefore asked whether Mr. Lloyd 
George agreed with him in abandoning the system of manda|es for Turkish 
Asia, excluding the portions inhabited by Arabs. 


* M. Clemenceau, accompanied by a French staff, had arrived in London on the morning 
of December ii, 1919, in order to discuss with members of His Majesty’s Government 
important questions of common interest (cf. No. 37, note 4). M. Clemenceau returned from 
London to Paris on December 14. 

2 M. Paul Gambon was French Ambassador in London. 

3 Minister in the French Embassy in London. 



Mr. Lloyd George replied in the affirmative, 

(Lord Gurzon entered at this point.) 

2. M. Glemenceau said that the first question to be considered was that of 
the future of Gonstantinople. It was a very difficult and con- 
Constantinople ^j-Qy^j-sial subject. He would say at the outset, in order to clarify 
the discussion, that m his view the Straits must be kept m the 
hands of an Allied force and taken altogether out of the hands of Turkey. 
Should the Straits include Gonstantinople? That was one question. His 
opinion was that it would be a mistake to take the Turks out of Gonstanti- 
nople. He would consider Gonstantinople as separate from the Straits. 
This was not because he anticipated a difference of opinion between the 
United Kingdom and France, but because of the difficulties he apprehended 
would arise with other nations. We must recognize how the agents of the 
various countries would persist in the pursuit of old quarrels, renewing old 
traditions, and making trouble between the two nations contrary to the 
tendencies of the Governments themselves. If the idea of cutting up Asia 
Minor was abandoned, it was our interest to leave a certain amount of 
prestige to the head of the State of Asia Minor. It was unnecessary to talk 
of the blunders that the Turks had committed, or to recall the losses they had 
occasioned. If the Sultan was to govern in our interest, the more respon- 
sibility we could give him the better. It would be easier to govern through 
the Sultan as an intermediary, and for this reason it would be better to leave 
him in Gonstantinople. An alternative would be to let him go to Brusa, but 
this would cause difficulties that it would be better to avoid. 

Mr, Lloyd George said that, in anticipation of these conversations, he 
had discussed this question with his colleagues as lately as the previous 
evening. On the whole, the British Government felt objections to leaving 
Gonstantinople in the hands of the Turks. They agreed that Asia Minor 
was not a suitable field in which to apply the system of mandates. They also 
agreed that the Straits must be placed under some form of international 
control. He recalled that owing to the Straits being in the hands of the 
hostile Powers, the war had probably been prolonged for a period of two 
years beyond what would have been the case if the Straits had remained 
open. As regards Gonstantinople itself, the British Government felt that 
complete control of the Straits would not be assured unless Gonstantinople 
also was ill the hands of some international force. Gonstantinople was 
situated at the gates of the Bosphorus. There were perhaps some 500,000 
Turks in Gonstantinople. If they were left in control there, they would close 
the Bosphorus, even though the Dardanelles were open. Hence he felt that 
there should be an international force in Gonstantinople. Another con- 
sideration was that the Allied peoples would not wish to have placed upon 
them the burden of paying for the troops required to keep open the Straits, 
The Straits ought to be made self-supporting, but this could not be done 
without Gonstantinople. In the port and city of Gonstantinople it should be 
possible to raise sufficient taxes and dues to pay for the troops. This could 
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I not be done, however, if there were a large population there outside of the 

I control of the Allies. The fact was he did not want to include a big sum in his 

budget for maintaining troops for the Straits. The view of the British Govern- 
i ment was that there should be an international force composed of French 

1; and British troops; it would probably be necessary to include Italians, and 

‘ possibly also Greeks. This force should be under the direction of a neutral 

commissioner, %vho might be called a president or commandant of troops, 
or something of the kind, He wished the Straits to be really neutral. In the 
future there might be trouble with Russia, which might join itself with 
I Germany. For this reason he wanted an inter-allied force at Constantinople, 

j He was unwilling to trust the Sultan. In the event of a possible Russo- 

I German combination, the Germans might get a hold on the Sultan, as they 

jl had during the late war. He wanted an absolute guarantee of the neutrality 

i; of the Straits which could prevent the possibility of anything of the kind, 

I That was the second reason. 

I Another reason was that the question of Constantinople depended to some 

; extent on the settlement as regards Asia Minor. There were two ways of 

dealing with Asia Minor. One method was to have an independent Turkish 
f State there, and the other was to have a State somewhat analogous to Egypt 

I with a Sultan who was the nominal sovereign, while the real control was 

I exercised by Great Britain and France. That meant a condominium. 

Frankly, he was afraid of this (M. Ciemenceau observed: ‘So am F). 
Supposing the British and French Governments agreed as to their policy, 
which might not always be easy; from time to time rebellion and massacres 
would occur. He presumed the Sultan would be told he must stop them. 
He might reply that he was unable to. Very likely the army would be against 
1 him. In such a contingency, he asked, were Great Britain and France to 

f send troops? A condominium would, he feared, place the two Governments 

: in the position of issuing futile orders about Asia Minor which would never 

be obeyed. He was afraid of that policy. If the Sultan was in Constantinople 

t his Ministers and Administration would also be there, and there would be 
constant intrigues, &c. He would attempt to divide the Powers and play 
f one off against the other. And even if the Governments and their repre- 

sentatives were in agreement, as M. Ciemenceau had observed, their agents 
I would constantly be at work causing difficulties. Hence, it was better, in his 

I opinion, that the Sultan should be out of Constantinople. 

; An alternative which had been suggested, he thought first by M. Veniselos, 

I was that the Sultan should be estabhshed in a sort of Vatican at Constanti- 

nople. Fie should be given Yildiz Kiosk. We might say to him: ‘Brusa. is 
your capital, but you can have Yildiz Kiosk as a residence and as the religious 
centre of Islam.’ He would be allowed to have a small Turkish guard, just 
as the Pope had his guard in the Vatican. But the Allies would be in occupa- 
tion of all the surrounding country and of the Golden Horn. 

He did not want the Sultan in Constantinople with a Turkish population 
\ of half a million, with Russia always desirous of obtaining Constantinople, 

and with Germany constantly intriguing. One advantage to us of the Vatican 
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proposal was that it would help us with the Mahometans. He recalled that 
during the Peace Conference representatives of the Mahometans of India 
had appeared before the Council of Four to urge that the Sultan should be 
left in Constantinople. He did not underrate this, but what he specially 
wanted to avoid was trouble in Europe. 

Lord Curzon said he would like to add one or two points to reinforce what 
Mr. Lloyd George had said. Mr. Lloyd George had pointed out the difficulty 
of an international administration of the Dardanelles which did not extend 
to the Bosphorus; and that if the Turks were left in possession of Constanti- 
nople many of the troubles of the past would arise. An additional objection 
was that if the Sultan was left in Constantinople a difficulty would arise as 
regards Adrianople. The arguments for the Turks remaining in Adrianople 
were, just as strong as in the case of Constantinople, Then at once there 
would arise the difficulty of the country between the two Straits, which was 
inhabited largely by Greeks. Was it proposed, he asked, to tear up the work 
of the Peace Conference, which trended towards some international control 
in this regime? Another point which had to be borne in mind was that the 
Turkish policy of the future would be strongly nationalist. It would be the 
policy of the Committee of Union and Progress'^ in a more advanced form. 
Some indication of their probable policy was furnished by Mustafa Kemal, 
who was the principal exponent of it at the present time. If the Sultan at 
Constantinople was in control of such a party with all the memories and 
prestige of the past, and strongly nationalist in sentiment, there must in- 
evitably be trouble which would react on the French in Tunis and Tripoli 
and Algeria no less than on the British in Egypt and India. The Mahometan 
world would say that the Turk had never been beaten at all, and to prove it 
they would point to the fact that he was still in possession of Constantinople 
and Adrianople, from which places he continued to exercise his full powers 
as Khalif. 

M. Berthelot, referring to the proposal for establishing a Mahometan 
Vatican at Constantinople, asked whether it was proposed to leave the Sultan 
there specifically as spiritual head of the Moslem faith, or was it merely pro- 
posed to give him a palace at Constantinople, just as the Pope was allowed 
to live in the Vatican without his being specified as spiritual head of the 
Roman Catholic religion. 

Mr, Lloyd George said that since the Mahometans did, in fact, recognise 
the Sultan as their spiritual head, he would actually continue to be so whether 
designated or not. 

M. Glemenceau said that in his view no object was to be gained by con- 
tinuing indefinitely ex tempore discussions on such a difficult subject. Every 
system was beset with difficulties. His great desire in all this was to do every- 
thing possible to avoid friction between Great Britain and France. Perhaps 
it was impossible entirely to eliminate friction, but it should be reduced and 
attenuated as far as possible. 

The organ of the movement of the Young Turks, which had pursued the national 
revival of Turkey during the years preceding the Firat World War. 
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As regards the proposal to keep the Sultan in Constantinople, he himself 
had at one time felt the same as Mr. Lloyd George in the matter, and he 
thought that the British representatives had also changed their view. Lord 
Gurzon’s points, he admitted, were of considerable importance. He agreed 
that the system he proposed was full of dangers, but so was any other 
system. 

He, himself, was opposed to the creation of a new Pope in the East. It was 
quite bad enough to have one Pope in the West, and as to establishing a holy 
place in Constantinople, it must be recalled that the Mahometans already 
had Mecca. If the Sultan was at Brusa he would be in a better position than 
Pius VII in Napoleon’s time had been at Fontainebleau. But, nevertheless, 
he had been able to exercise his functions as a spiritual chief from Fontaine- 
bleau. He admitted that if the Sultan was left at Constantinople there would 
be a danger of the Mahometans saying that the Turks had never been beaten, 
and that the Allies had not dared to remove him from Constantinople. On 
the other hand, if he were sent to Brusa there might be a movement to send 
him back to Constantinople. For himself, he would like to get rid of the idea 
of creating a new Vatican. 

As regards Asia Minor, if the system of mandates was suppressed it would 
be necessary to have some international control of the Turkish Government. 
The Turks had shown that they were not fit for self-government, and there 
must be some form of supervision and some form of control over their military 
organisation over the Dardanelles and Bosphorus with a strip of territory 
behind. He preferred the system he had proposed, though he realised the 
objections to it. Nevertheless, he would range himself alongside of the British 
plan if some of the difficulties which he foresaw could be removed. The great 
necessity was to avoid Anglo-French friction. He thought it was possible for 
the two nations to control the Straits by a joint force. As regards Asia Minor 
also he required a solution which would avoid friction, which was the one 
thing he wished to escape. He realised that the logical solution was to join 
Constantinople to the Dardanelles and Bosphorus under a single inter-allied 
European authority, and if certain objections could be surmounted he would 
accept it. Anyhow, the proposal certainly deserved thorough examination. 
He was opposed to the suggestion that the President of the United States 
should be asked to nominate a president of the international authority. It 
would be difficult enough to reach an understanding when only two nations 
were concerned, although these two had the common interest of both wishing 
above all to maintain peace in Europe. He did not believe that any Govern- 
ment in Great Britain or France would be so unreasonable as to push a 
quarrel too far. But he did not think that the United States of America 
could help much. To begin with, they were very far away. Moreover, he 
could not forget that politically America had forced a peace system on the 
Allies with which she had now refused to agree. 

It was necessary to establish a sort of a balance between the Dardanelles, the 
Bosphorus, Constantinople and Asia Minor. In those regions Great Britain 
came first in commercial interests, but France came first in matters of local 
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enterprise and industry. On this basis he thought that some satisfactory 
agreement might be reached. Provided the two Governments were in agree- 
ment in regard to their general policy in Europe the questions of Constanti- 
nople and Brusa would be easier to solve. Otherwise the difficulties might 
take an aspect leading to a quarrel between the two nations which he wished 
at ail costs to avoid. This being so, he felt that a solution could not be reached 
in ex tefnpore discussions. It was necessary to adopt some system which would 
give greater precision. His own preference was in favour of a system under 
which there would sometimes be a British President and a French Vice- 
President and at other times a French President and a British Vice-President. 
In the event of difficulties the Power affected would then know that it only 
had to apply to London or Paris to get the matter settled. Of course, the 
Italians must be included in the system. This was regrettable because the 
Italians, as experience had shown, sometimes tried to play off one nation 
against the other. Fie would, therefore, put in charge a Frenchman or an 
Englishman, reserving for further consideration the question of the Italians 
and Greeks. He would prefer not to bring Italy into the pourparlers. 

As regards procedure, his suggestion was to charge a British representative 
and a French representative to meet and compare the two systems that had 
been proposed and to work them out in full detail and submit them in writing. 
This would not take long. But each plan should be studied in all detail, 
financial and otherwise. The two plans could then be discussed between 
Mri Lloyd George and himself. 

To speak quite frankly, there had been a great deal too much delay. The 
responsibility did not rest with the Governments, for the delay was largely 
due to British and French agents, who were clinging to the old system and 
causing trouble. LFnder his plan he thought that a solution might be found 
within a fortnight. 

Lord Curzon enquired whether the scheme which M. Clemenceau advo- 
cated was one of Anglo-French control at Constantinople, leaving the Sultan 
there, but taking charge of the Administration? Did his proposal include the 
control of Asia Minor? Was any other Power to intervene? 

M. Clemenceau replied that the Turkish Government would be either at 
Constantinople or at Brusa, and would be under some international organiza- 
tion. Italy would certainly have to be included. 

Mr. Lloyd George admitted that he himself had leaned sometimes in one 
direction and sometimes in another as regards Constantinople. When the 
details were worked out, it might transpire that some third plan was better 
than either. Hence he not only accepted M. Clemenceau’s proposal, but 
thought it a most admirable suggestion. He proposed that the task of examin- 
ing these problems should be commenced immediately after the present 
conference. He would nominate Lord Gurzon as the British expert, 

M. Clemenceau nominated M. Berthelot. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked that M. Berthelot should remain in London 
until some sort of an agreement could, be reached. 

M Clemenceau said that as M. Pidion was seriously ill and would be 


732 



away for some time, it was difficult for him to spare M. Bertlielot from Paris. 

M. Berthelot said that Lord Gurzon probably had the whole question at 
his finger ends and he himself had the necessary documents with him, so 
perhaps they could begin at once. 

M. Glemengeau said he proposed M. Berthelot should stay in London for 
two or three days longer. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there was one point of detail he wished to 
clear up. Was the Sultan at Brusa to act under international control? 

M. Glemengeau said he contemplated financial control. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if the control was to extend to the army. 

M. Glemengeau explained that the army would be controlled through 
finance. , 

Mr. Lloyd George said that tliis was really one of the questions to be 
discussed between Lord Gurzon and M. Berthelot. 

M. Glemengeau said that they should explore all aspects of the 
question. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that M. Glemenceau had indicated that hitherto 
the industrial development in Turkey had been mainly French, whereas the 
commercial development had been British. What was his idea as to the 
future? 

M. Glemengeau said that matters ought to be left where they were. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if there were to be spheres of influence. 

M. Glemengeau replied in the negative. 

3. In reply to Lord Gurzon, who had asked whether Italy was to have a 
sphere of influence in the south of Asia Minor, he said that this 
.ajy an urn ^p the whole of the Greek-Italian question. He under- 

stood that the Italians were ready to clear out of Asia Minor if the Greeks 
did the same. The Italians had gone to Asia Minor without consulting the 
British and French Governments. Signor Orlando had said that they would 
withdraw morally, but that physically they would remain. It was difficult 
to turn the Greeks out of Smyrna and he thought that a mistake had been 
made in allowing them to go there. But he thought the Greeks would be 
impressed by the argument that they could not hold Smyrna against the 
Turks. At present they were only maintained there by the financial support 
of the Allies. If they were given a good trace for their frontier elsewhere, 
such as the Americans now agreed to,^ he thought that some arrangement 
might be made about Smyrna. The Italians had no right to go to Asia 
Minor at all. - 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was a strong supporter q|' M. Veniselos. 
He had been the friend of the Allies right through and had stuck to them 
through thick and through thin. He had opposed himself to King Gon- 
stantine and he ought to be supported. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that personally he put this aspect of the question 
s Cf. Vol. I, No. 49, minute 3. 
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very high, and he would like to know what M. Veniselos thought about leav- 
ing Smyrna. 

M. Clemenceau said it would be better not to ask M. Veniselos, since it 
would be very difficult for him to say he would withdraw. 

M. Berthelot said that in his last conversation with M. Veniselos the 
latter had complained that he had been treated rather harshly by President 
Wilson, and had added that if M. Clemenceau had told him that he could 
not have Smyrna he would not have allowed Greek troops to go there. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that some status might be created for the 
Greeks in and around the town of Smyrna. 

Lord Gurzon said he supposed M. Clemenceau meant some privileged 
position. He reminded M. Clemenceau of our obligations to Italy under the 
Treaty of London. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that Italy w'as in a very different position from 
Greece. In and about Smyrna there was a big Greek population, but in Asia 
Minor there was no Italian population at all, and Italy had no right of 
occupation. Possibly she might claim a right of exploitation. He did not 
fancy, however, that the Italians really wanted to stay. The fact was they 
did not quite know what they did want. He had suggested to Signor Scialoja 
that, if only he would refund the ^{^750, 000,000 that Great Britain had 
spent on the Turldsh campaign, he could have Mesopotamia and Palestine, 
and everything else. He thought he had made the same suggestion to M. 
Clemenceau. 

4. Lord Curzon raised the question of Cilicia and Armenia. 

. M. Clemenceau said that the Armenians were a dan- 

Ctlicta and Armenia 1 . . • 1 r-m • i 

gerous people to get mixed up with. They required a great 
deal of money, and gave very little satisfaction. He was in favour of letting 
them have a republic, or whatever else they wanted. France was unwilling 
to spend any money in Armenia. 

Lord Curzon, reverting to the question of Asia Minor, asked how, sup- 
posing an international control was set up, it would be possible to prevent 
armed bands of what were virtually brigands doing what they had done in 
the past — sweeping through Armenia massacring the population. Plow 
would it be possible to make them behave themselves? By setting up an 
international commission a heavy responsibility would be incurred. 

M. Clemenceau said that the Turks would be controlled by means of the 
finance. 

Lord Curzon asked if M. Clemenceau contemplated complete financial 
control and management of the whole of the finances of the Turkish State. 

M. Clemenceau replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked what was done in China. 

Lord Curzon said that we merely collected the customs which were levied 
mainly on European and American trade, and certain taxes, such as the salt 
revenue and other odds and ends. He could recall no case where a great 
Empire’s finances were administered by foreign control. 
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5- M. Clemengeau asked if it was proposed to give the Dodecanese to Greece. 
The Dodecanese Lloyd George said he was in favour of this. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Veniselos had announced in the 
Greek Parliament that he had come to an agreement with the Italian 
Government in regard to the Dodecanese. 

It was agreed: 

That Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot should jointly examine the schemes 
proposed by the British and French Governments respectively in regard to 
Constantinople, the Straits, and Asia Minor, and should work out in detail 
the two schemes with a view to their further consideration. 

6. M. Berthelot handed to Lord Curzon a memorandum on the subject of 

oil. He explained that this document had been prepared personally 
for M. Glemenceau, and this must be borne in mind in studying it. 
It contained a review of the question of oil as a whole. It treated the French 
point of view and the British point of view, and showed the importance of 
the two Governments standing together on this. 

The question was left for discussion between Lord Curzon and M. 
Berthelot. 

7. M. Berthelot handed to Mr. Lloyd George a proposal made by the 
The Attitude of the French Government in regard to the fifteen reservations 
British and French proposed by the American Senate to the Treaty of Peace.^ 
Governments towards the 

United States of 
America 


Palestine and Syria 


It was agreed : 

That Lord Curzon and M. Berthelot should confer as to 
the question of the head-waters of the Jordan as affecting 


the boundaries between Syria and Palestine. 

9 . Lord Curzon asked if M. Clemeiiceau had any ideas at present in regard 

The Caucasus future of the Caucasus. 

^ M. Clemengeau said he understood that the British were at 

Bafum and Baku, and were virtually governing the country. 

Lord Curzon said that M. Glemenceau was misinformed. The British 
Government had withdrawn ail their trOops except a Brigade maintained 
temporarily at Batum. 

Mr. Lloyd George recalled that the Caucasus had been offered to the 
Italians, who had sent a mission there, after which they had withdrawn. 

10. M. Glemenceau said he had nothing to add to what he had told Mr. 
Russia Lloyd George that morning.7 

ussta Lloyd George said he was in full agreement with M. 

Glemenceau. 


' Cf. No. 58, appendix i. 


7 See No. 56, minute 2. 
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■ Lord Curzon said the difficulty was to understand what would happen 
next after we had disinterested ourselves entirely from ail the anti-Bolshevik 
States. 

M. Clemengeau said he did not propose that we should disinterest our- 
selves. We should continue to keep an eye on them, surrounding them, as it 
were, by a barbed wire entanglement, and spending no money. 

Lord Curzon asked whether the missions now in these States would still 
be maintained. 

M. Clemengeau said that he did not propose to withdraw the missions. 
Each case should be considered by the two Governments on its merits. But 
he was opposed to any attempt to set up any separate States in Russia, as in 
that case the people of Russia would claim that we were trying to dismember 
Russia. He only proposed to withdraw and watch the result. 

II. M. Clemengeau said that he felt Great Britain did not take sufficient 
Poland ititerest in Poland. A strong Poland was the best way to avoid a 
war between Germany and the Allies, since Poland had half a 
million good soldiers. Moreover, owing to her situation, Poland was able 
to help in the most effective way. He wanted Poland to feel that the Allies 
were united in her support. At present there was a bad feeling against 
England in Poland, which, no doubt, was quite unjust. For example, there 
was great discontent about the mandate which had been given to Poland 
over Eastern Galicia for twenty-five years. 

M. Berthelot said that in the end the Commission on Polish Affairs had 
unanimously recommended this. 

M. Clemengeau said that nevertheless Poland felt badly about it. He had 
had a letter from a M. Pathee,® who was a very sensible and moderate man. 
He had come to M. Clemenceau and asked if the conference would recon- 
sider their decision. He had said that the mandate proposal affecting what 
Poland considered her own had created very bad feeling. He had not sal* I 
that the Polish army would revolt or become Bolshevik, but he had suggested 
it would be a good thing if the question could be left open for a time. The 
Poles were a very sentimental people, and they wanted to feel that Great 
Britain was more favourable to them. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he had only been opposed, in the interest 
of the Poles themselves, to their taking a large German population into 
Poland. 

M. Clemengeau said that if Mr. Lloyd George could instruct the British 
representative at the Supreme Council to leave the question open, it would 
soften the Poles. 

Mr. Lloyd^ George said that two-thirds of the population of East Galicia 
were Ruthenians. 

Lord Curzon said the difficulty was that the intelligentsia was Polish. 

■M. Clemengeau said that it was a small question which he would not press 

s The reference is uncertain. It seems likely that M. Clemenceau may have referred 
to M. Patek. 
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if it was inconvenient to Mr. Lloyd George, but lie wished to repeat that 
Poland was a strong bulwark against Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Poles had always been a very trouble- 
some people in Europe. 

M. Glemengeau said this applied to the British and French also. The 
Poles had preserved their nationality through a great many years. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that they had tried to obtain large slices 
of German territory, and now they had gone to Galicia and were trying to 
take into their system millions of people of a different race and religion from 
themselves. This would cause mischief, and he was not sure that we had not 
already gone too far. 

M. Glemengeau said that the great point was that Germany had now been 
suppressed and that the Poles could give great help in keeping her in order. 
We wanted all the help we could get in this. If only we could get rid of 
Germany there would be peace in Europe. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he believed Germany was already com- 
pletely down, and wanted peace. 

12. M. Glemengeau said he did not want to repeat tittle-tattle, but he had 
heard reports that British influence was being exerted in a special 
way in Hungary. If so, he would like to understand the position. 
Great Britain could, of course, do as she liked, but he did not like what he 
had heard — that she was encouraging the Archduke Joseph. 

Lord Gurzon said that this story was a mare’s nest. On Admiral Trou- 
bridge’s name being mentioned, he said that some story had reached the 
Foreign Office of Admiral Troubridge speaking in favour of the Archduke 
Joseph, 9 in consequence of which Admiral Troubridge had been told that it 
was none of his business, and that he would be recalled if he intruded in 
matters of this kind. 

M. Berthelot said that there had been reports that the Hungarians 
wanted an English Prince. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that they were not likely to get one. 


13. 

Morocco and Egypt 


It was agreed: 

That certain questions relating to Morocco and Egypt 
shouldbe discussed between Lord CurzonandM. Berthelot. 


^ Cf. No. 23, minute 6. 

10 reference was apparently to certain questions, more particularly with regard to 
the status of the Tangier Zone and Franco-Spanish relations in Moi'occo, arising in con- 
nexion with Article 141 of the Treaty of Versailles. (Cf. Papers relating to the Foreign Relations 
of the United States: the Paris Peace Coriference, jgig, vol. iv, pp. 127-37.) In requesting British 
support for French policy in Morocco the French Government had refei^-ed to the Anglo- 
French Agreements of 1904 as having established a connexion between the British and 
French positions in Egypt and Morocco respectively. In a despatch of December 29, 1919, 
Lord Curzon informed Sir E. Howard, H.M. Ambassador in Madrid, of a conversation 
concerning the Tangier Zone ‘which I had with the Spanish Ambassador a feW days before 
Christmas’, in which the latter had welcomed ‘my assurance that I had not had any con- 
versation on the subject with either M. Clemenceau or M, Berthelot during their recent 
visit to England’. Between the date of Lord Curzon’s conversation with the Spanish Ambas- 
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14- Mr. Lloyd George said he had explained to M. Clemenceau that 
morning that, in the view of the British Government, the 
The Guarantee of guarantee ^ Belgium must contain a reciprocal clause, 
^Belg^n^ under which Belgium would undertake not to commit any 

unneutral act if her neutrality was guaranteed. 

It was agreed: 

That some form of words could be found for achieving thi.s. 


15. M. Clemenceau said that as soon as the ratifications of the Treaty of 
Peace were deposited, Marshal Foch’s command would come 
^ to an end. Already General Degoutte commanded the Allied 
forces on the Rhine. He proposed that an International Military Commis- 
sion should be set up at Versailles for the purpose of supervising the execution 
of the treaty, and that Marshal Foch should be its president. The commission 
would not be allowed to take any decisions, which would be reserved to the 
Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers. Marshal Foch’s organi- 
zation, however, would be used as an organ of transmission of communica- 
tions to the German Government, and for advising the Allied and Associated 
Governments. The Americans had said that they would accept anything 
that the British Government would agree to. Field-Marshal Wilson had 
expressed a favourable opinion, but, of course, he realized that this did not 
commit the British Government. 

M. Berthelot said that Field-Marshal Wilson had said that against 
Germany it was necessary to employ ‘big guns’, and we had no bigger ‘gun’ 
than Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he would consider this proposal favourably and 
give a reply to M. Clemenceau. 

2, Whitehall Gardens, December ii, igig. 


No. 56 

i.G.p. 2.] Secretary s Motes of a Conference held at 10, Downing Street, 
London, S.W.i, on December 12, igig, at 11.30 a.md 
Present: British Empire'. The Right Hon, D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon, A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A, J. 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Aftairs. 

France : M. Clemenceau, M. Gambon, M. Berthelot, M, de Fleuriau. 
The Hon. J. W. Davis .2 
Signor Scialoja, The Marquis Imperiali.^ 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Interpreter : Pi'ofessor Mantoux. 

sador and that of his despatch to Sir E. Howard, Lord Gurzon had, however, had a con- 
versation concerning Morocco with M. de Fleuriau and M. Berthelot ‘who had returned 
from Paris in order to discuss the Turkish Peace Treaty with me’. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, yol. ixyp, 841 f. 

® Ambassador of the United States in London. 
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I. Mr. Lloyd George proposed that the discussion should begin with the 
The Adriatic Adriatic. A joint note had been prepared by the 

representatives of the United States of America, France and 
Great Britain, in Paris, with a view to its presentation to Signor Scialoja, 
and he understood that M, Glemenceau was prepared to hand the note. 

M. Glemenceau handed Signor Scialoja the note. He said he had already 
informed his colleague, Signor Scialoja, semi-officially of the existence of 
this note, and had told him that it had been signed in complete agreement 
by the representatives of the United States of America, France and Great 
Britain. The object of the note was to try and find a final settlement. The 
delay on this question had kept the conference at bay for months. The same 
delay had brought Italy into a situation that was veritably revolution. There 
could be no peace in Europe until this question was settled. The United 
States Government, through President Wilson, had given an indication of 
the concessions to which it could agree and as to what it could not accept. 
On that basis Great Britain and France had always sought to find a text 
which would be acceptable to all parties. The difficulties had been increased 
owing to the occupation of Fiume by d’Annunzio, and owing to the fact that 
a part of the Italian army and fleet had refused to obey the orders of the 
Italian Government. The British and French Governments had considered 
the question point by point, from the point of view both of the position of 
Italy and of President Wilson’s concessions, and had done their best to bring 
the views of all into accord. They knew that the Italian Government opposed 
resistance on certain points. They knew also that the Italian Government 
would accept the note in the friendly spirit in which it was offered, but asked 
to be allowed to make a reply and to present observations and criticisms. In 
handing this note to Signor Scialoja, he asked him, as well as the Italian 
Government, to bear in mind that it constituted a supreme and, as they 
hoped, a final effort to secure a peaceful settlement. He implored the Italian 
Government to make an attempt to reach an agreement. No great concession 
on their part was required. If the Allies could succeed in settling tiiis question, 
it would remove one of the great obstacles to the pacification of the world. 

Signor Scialoja said he would receive the note with the same friendly 
sentiments as had been expressed by M. Glemenceau on behalf of the Allies. 
He had learned from M. Glemenceau that this note was to be presented, and 
he had afterwards learned certain further details from Mr. Polk and Lord 
Curzon, who had indicated to him the broad lines of the new proposal.^ 
He doubted if Italy could accept it without certain alterations. What he 
attached great importance to was that the note explained the reasons on each 
point. Up to now he thought that the reasons had not been sufficiently dis- 
cussed in the consideration of this question, which had been treated too 
vaguely. The subject must be examined in close detail, with full regard to 

This memorandum, dated at Paris on December 9, 1919, is printed as document i in 
Gmd. 586 of 1920 {Correspondetice relating to the Adriatic Question) . 

® A report by Lord Curzon of a conversation on this subject which he had with Signor 
Scialoja on December 8, 1919, is printed as document 2 in Gmd. 586. 
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the realities of the situation. He thought if the reasons were examined on 
each point, a solution could be found. He recognised that the Adriatic 
question was closely connected with the general European situation. Italy 
had suffered very much from the failure to settle the question of Fiume, and 
he recognised that Italy’s internal difficulties were closely connected with 
these external difficulties. He asked what would be the best procedure as 
regards the Italian reply. To whom should it be addressed, in order to pave 
the way for an agreement? Should this question be separated and con- 
sidered by itself? 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he took a very strong view in regard to 
Signor Scialoja’s last question. He did not believe that this matter could ever 
be settled by notes. It was no use for the Powers to sling documents at each 
other’s heads. This question would never be settled until people who had 
authority to sign a document could meet together. Personally, he was so 
anxious for a settlement of the question of Fiume that he would go anywhere 
and at all risks, and there were risks at a time when strikes were threatening. 
A point which strongly impressed him had been that the question would go 
from bad to worse if it was not settled soon. Already it constituted a danger 
to the internal peace of Italy, and it could not do this without affecting all 
the other countries. Moreover, it created doubts as to the unity of the Allies. 
He hoped, therefore, that there would be an end of note-writing, and that 
persons with authority to settle would meet and come to an arrangement. 
He knew Signor Scialoja’s difficulties, and naturally he could not settle the 
question in the absence of the Italian President of the Council. He would 
propose, therefore, that the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers of France, 
Great Britain and Italy, together with a representative of the United States, 
with full powers, if this could possibly be arranged (though he fully realised 
the difficulty of this) should meet together. Even in the very regrettable 
absence of a representative of the United States with full powers, he thought 
it should not be impossible to reach an agreement which he felt sure would 
carry great weight with the American Government. He therefore asked 
Signor Scialoja if the Italian President of the Council, with his Foreign 
Minister, could not meet his colleagues somewhere and settle the question. 
When he had been in Paris the question had been bad enough, but since then 
d’Annunzio’s coup and the trouble with the Italian army and navy had made 
it infinitely worse. It would be a great advantage, therefore, if Signor Nitti 
could meet his colleagues, together with the Foreign Ministers, and settle the 
question. 

Signor Scialoja said that he would put this proposal before Signor Nitti. 
For the moment he feared it would be impossible for Signor Nitti to leave 
Rome, as the Chamber was engaged in difficult and, indeed, tumultuous 
debates. Signor Nitti could not leave the Chamber without a pilot. The 
session of the Chamber, however, would not last long, and, he thought, 
would be over about the 20th. Consequently, a meeting might be possible 
during the Christmas holidays. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested a meeting at San Remo. 
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M. Glemenceau said it was easier to find a place than to settle the question. 
It was important that everyone present should have full powers. There would 
be no difficulty about this in the case of Mr. Lloyd George and himself. He 
did not feel so sure, however, in regard to Signor Nitti. He feared that pro- 
bably Mr. Davis would not receive full powers. In this event they might have 
a delightful journey to San Remo with deplorable results. The key to the 
whole question was the difference between Italy and President Wilson. He 
would ask the Italians to remember that they were all animated by the most 
friendly intentions towards them. He was afraid, however, that Italy ap- 
proached the question exclusively from an Italian point of view, while their 
Allies were obliged to take into account the state of Europe and the peace of 
the world. The essential point was that all should come with full powers. 
It would be a great pleasure for him to meet Signor Nitti at San Remo, or 
anywhere else, but it would only mislead public opinion if the meeting took 
place between people who had not full powers. If Signor Nitti was willing 
to discuss the question from the general European point of view, as well as 
from that of Italian local considerations, there was every prospect of an 
agreement. He would ask Italy to give some signs of a desire to settle. Then, 
if agreement could be reached, an approach might be made to the Govern- 
ment of the United States. 

Signor Sgialoja said that if Signor Nitti and he came to a meeting, he 
would, of course, as Prime Minister, have full powers, and the two together 
would fully represent the Italian Government. Naturally, the possession of 
full powers did not involve an obligation to agree to any particular settlement. 

(The Marquis Imperiali interposed that, of course, they would come 
with the full intention of settling, but they could not agree in advance 
to any particular settlement.) 

In order to prepare for the discussion, it would be necessary for him to 
return to Rome in order to discuss all the points with Signor Nitti. If a meet- 
ing were arranged to take place in ten or twelve days’ time, this would give 
him ample time. While the Italian representatives would come with full 
powers and a desire to settle, he felt some doubt as to whether a United 
States representative would be given full powers. 

Mr. Davis, in reply to Mr. Lloyd George, said that he could not say much. 
He doubted as to whether the United States could send a delegate with full 
powers. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked whether, supposing an agreement were reached 
between France, Great Britain and Italy, it would not carry great weight 
with the American Government. 

Mr. Davis replied that so much might be taken for granted. 

M. Glemenceau said he felt he ought to explain why he felt doubt as to the 
full powers of Signor Nitti, He was not spealdng of full powers from a con- 
stitutional point of view. He had no doubt about that. But Italy was some- 
what out of the constitutional track. Besides their regular full powers he 
thought that Ministers, in order to act with freedom, required irregular full 
powers. Italy was now suffering from the worst kind of revolution, namely, 
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a military revolution. The danger was that the Italian representatives might 
come and say that they were in agreement with their Allies, and were ready 
to give the necessary orders, but they know that the army and the fleet would 
not obey them. This would create a very grave situation, and extreme em- 
barrassment. He knew well that Signor Nitti would come with the best desire 
to settle. But if the army and navy would not obey him, and if Italy was still 
bound to continue sending supplies to their troops at Fiume, no useful results 
would be achieved, and it would be a matter of extreme anxiety. It was most 
important that Signor Nitti should not be bound or tied by any agreement 
with d’Annunzio. This was not a matter that he would allude to in public ; 
but this was a secret conference. He had seen a despatch which stated that 
d’Annunzio had offered to the Italian Government to come out of Fiume 
provided the Italian Government would not yield from the position which 
Signor Orlando had taken up. If Signor Nitti came to a conference bound 
by such an agreement, he would place his friends in great difliculty. It was 
essential that Signor Nitti should come really free, and in possession of the 
fullest powers to settle. 

Signor Scialoja said that he did not accept the statement that Italy was 
out of the constitutional track. He admitted that she was faced with very 
considerable and grave difiiculties. These difficulties were one of the results 
of the Great War, and if we all looked in the mirror we would find that our 
faces had altered. The difficulties, however, had been founded on an exalta- 
tion of national sentiment. If d’Annunzio had not fundamentally been sup- 
ported by public opinion he could not possibly have exerted any power. 
Naturally every Italian statesman must take national sentiment into account. 
From this point of view the Italian Ministers could not deal with the question 
as an abstract one dependent on historical and geographical considerations. 
All States had to take into account the sentiments of their peoples. The 
question which the Italian Government had to consider was whether it could 
accept a settlement without creating a greater difficulty behind its back. 
The Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister together could determine the 
point to which Italy could yield. They did not wish to remain in a negative 
position, which would be a danger to all. But they could not ignore the 
nationalist feeling which represented an important part of public opinion, 
and which in particular represented the forces of law and order on which the 
Government might have to depend in the event of certain contingencies. 
They could not overlook the possibility of a situation in which the nationalist 
forces were those on which they would have to rely very largely. 

M. Glemengeau said that, in a spirit of personal goodwill and of national 
goodwill towards Italy, he must repeat what he had said in regard to the 
Italian Government and its constitutional authority. The d’Annunzio 
incident had made the greatest impression in France, and, he thought, in 
Great Britain as well. The Italian army had flouted the Italian Government 
by refusing to obey its orders. If Mr. Lloyd George undertook an engage- 
ment and gave an order to the British army, everyone knew that it would be 
executed. Exactly the same applied in the case of France. But this was not 
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the case in Italy, and we had already seen wliat might happen. As he had so 
often, said to Signor Orlando when the latter was in office, the trouble had 
been begun by the Italian Government themselves. They had established 
themselves at Fiume, not as participants in an Allied action, but separately. 
They had eliminated their Allies and posted up notices with the Italian 
Royal Arms at the top. This had been the great mistake that had been the 
beginning of the revolution. This, of course, was now past. If, however, a 
reasonable settlement was to be reached, the Italian army must be induced 
to obey the orders of the Italian Government and, through the Italian 
Government, of the Supreme Council, since Fiume was really at the dis- 
position of the Allied and Associated Powers as a whole. What he had said 
about d’Annunzio was based on despatches, and Signor Scialoja had not 
attempted to answer him. The statement in the despatches was that 
d’Annunzio had demanded that the Italian Government should pledge itself 
not to make concessions. If such pledges were made, it would be useless to 
meet at San Remo or anywhere else. He urged strongly, therefore, that 
Signor Nitti should come to the conference with his hands free, and he would 
ask Signor Scialoja to tell Signor Nitti that one member of the conference, at 
any rate, had taken this question most seriously. 

Signor Scla.loja said that, like everyone else, he deplored the abnormal 
situation which had existed at Fiume since its occupation by d’Annunzio. 
The Italian Government had for a long time been struggling to find a solu- 
tion. He did not know what was happening between Signor Nitti and d’An- 
nunzio. He had telegraphed for information, but had received no positive 
answer. It was very important that he should be able to telegraph something 
definite to Signor Nitti as the result of this conference, as Signor Nitti was at 
the moment treating with d’Annunzio. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, like M. Clemenceau, he hoped that Signor 
Nitti would not tie his hands in such a way as to render a conference futile. 
If the conference came after some agreement with d’Annunzio it would not 
be fair to ask M. Clemenceau and M. Pichon, himself and Lord Curzon, to 
come to a conference, and would create a critical position. They did not 
want to meet in order to receive d’Annunzio’s decision as to what the settle- 
ment was to be. Hence, it was essential that Signor Nitti’s hands should be 
free, and that he should not be merely a messenger from d’Annunzio. 
Subject to that, he was all in favour of holding a conference. If it would be 
easier for Signor Nitti to come to some place in Italy, he was ready to meet 
him. He knew that Signor Nitti’s domestic difficulties in connection with this 
question were greater than his own. He knew also that they were not diffi- 
culties of his own creation, but inherited difficulties. Theiiefore, if it was 
easier to Signor Nitti to arrange the matter on Italian territory, either be- 
cause it was difficult for him to leave Italy for several days or for any other 
reason, he was ready to come to Italy. It would be useless, however, if Signor 
Nitti was bound to d’Annunzio. 

Signor Scialoja said that, as' to the locality, he thought Signor Nitti 
would find no difficulty in coming to Paris. This would involve less travelling 
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for M. Ciemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George, and Signor Nitti was the youngest 
of the three. 

M. Clemenceau said that he would make to Italy all the concessions 
admissible. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he hoped Signor Scialoja, in communicating with 
Signor Nitti, would make clear the importance of Signor Nitti coming with a 
free hand, and not tied by any agreement with d'Annunzio, 

M. Clemenceau recalled that Mr. Davis had said that if the three Powers 
were unanimous it could not fail to exercise the greatest influence on President 
Wilson. He would observe, however, that if President Wilson thought that 
one of the three Powers had bound itself in advance, and if he thought that 
the settlement merely followed the dictations of d’Annunzio, he would not be 
so favourably impressed. 

2. Mr. Lloyd George said that in the House of Commons he had ventured 
Russia conference the Allied and Associated 

^ Powers would consider the question of Russia. He felt that they 
ought to have a common policy. He had spoken to M. Clemenceau on the 
subject on the previous day, and M. Clemenceau’s views had been so much 
in accord with his own that he would ask him to recapitulate them. 

M. Clemenceau said that he had the more pleasure in reverting to his 
conversation with Mr. Lloyd George on the previous day in that that very 
morning he had received a visit from Mr. Churchill, who was reputed to hold 
very strong views on the question of Russia. He had found they agreed at 
almost every point. He thought that all were agreed that there could be no 
peace in Europe so long as Russia remained in her present state of anarchy, 
disorder, robbery, crime and revolt. This was a danger not only to Russia 
herself, but to the whole world. All were convinced of the truth of this. 
Intervention had been tried by every means — men, supplies and money — 
with the object of setting up a stable Government. Up to now no result had 
been achieved. The anti-Bolshevik elements had proved insufficient. He 
would not examine the reasons for this, which would bring him into tlie 
sphere of high political philosophy. This was not the occasion to discuss that. 
It was sufficient to face the facts. It was certain that up to now the Allied 
policy had not succeeded. They had tried to help Kolchak with material aid. 
They had sent him a proclamation. That proclamation had produced no 
result, and now Kolchak had retired to the middle of Siberia and his troops 
were in a deplorable condition. Then the Allies had believed in Denikin, 
and great efforts had been made in his support by Great Britain and, to some 
extent, also by France. Denikin, however, was now retiring. It therefore 
seemed useless to continue on these lines, and he would suggest making, as it 
were, a barbed wire entanglement round Russia in order to prevent her from 
creating trouble outside, and in order to stop Germany from entering into 
relations with Russia, whether of a political or military character. This was 

* On November 13, 1919, when Mr. Lloyd George had made a statement on British 
policy towards Russia: see Pari. Deb. 5th Series Commons (1919) voL 121, cols. 471-5. 
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not such a difficult policy to carry out. The stories which had been circulated 
of an enormous army in Germany were, he believed, entirely fanciful. We 
knew that Germany had an army of 400,000 men. In addition, she had 
Sicherheitswehr and an Einwohnerwehr, which was equipped with machine 
guns, Flammenwerfer, &c., but was only trained for street warfare. They had 
arms in their depots, but he did not believe the present German Government 
could stand without them. There was some evidence that Germany was in 
danger of a civil war, which might be occasioned by the return of the German 
forces from the Baltic to Berlin. This might end in a revolution. He did not 
believe, however, that Germany would fight again, in view of the great desire 
of her population to avoid further war. We must not be bluffed, and would 
have to watch the situation carefully; and, further, we must take no risks. 
We had been told that Germany would resist in the Baltic and in Upper 
Silesia, but now it seemed that she would obey. The Allies must have perse- 
verance, fairness and patience. In his view the support of Poland was the 
best way to check Germany. Poland occupied a first-rate strategical position. 
She had an army of half a million good soldiers enured to hardships and 
animated by a strong patriotism. Politically she was well-disposed to the 
Allies, and sufficiently armed. She only asked the Allies for help. It would 
be a great mistake if we did not maintain Poland in order to dam up the 
Russian flood and to provide a check to Germany. Mr. Churchill had ob- 
served to him that Poland must be regarded as the left wing of Denikin’s 
army as against the Bolsheviks. He agreed that this ought to be carefully 
considered. He believed that Great Britain and Italy, and probably the 
United States of America, would agree with him on this matter. He would 
give up all idea of further direct intervention in Russia. All efforts in this 
direction would prove wasteful in the future as in the past. It merely led 
people to believe that we had an honest desire to resuscitate the ancient 
regime in Russia. Our policy rather ought to be to fortify Poland in order 
to keep Russia in check and to contain Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that on the previous day he had expressed his full 
agreement with M. Clemenceau. Great Britain had spent about £ 1 00,000,000 
in Russia, partly on the Archangel expedition, but mainly in support of 
General Denikin. This sum included the last ‘packet’ of ^15,000,000 to 
5^16,000,000, which would be delivered by the end of March. She had not 
got much in return for it. The last news was that General Denikin had been 
driven back, and the Bolsheviks were now nearing Kharkov. If Kiev, and 
especially Kharkov, should fall, there would not be much left to Denikin, 
because of the difficulties occasioned by Maknov,'^ who had occupied 
Ekaterinoslav in his rear. The situation in South Russia did*not look at all 
satisfactory. So far as the British House of Commons was concerned, and, 
he believed, so far as France was concerned, these two countries were not 
prepared to go on helping in a material manner the anti-Bolshevik forces. 
He did not know how Italy and America regarded the question. 

■7 M. Maknov was an anarchist leader of an independent force of irregulars operating in 
south Russia. 
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The Marquis Imperial! thought that Italy was of the same view. 

Mr. Davis said that he could only express his personal opinion, but he 
thought the United States were not willing to give further assistance. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that on the previous day a proposal had been 
discussed for a federation of the anti-Bolshevik States. This was of no use 
unless the Allies were prepared to support the federation, and such support 
meant money, guns and equipment. He and M. Glemenceau had come to 
the conclusion that this was not a very helpful expedient. As regards Poland, 
in his view this depended upon whether Poland was expected to attack the 
Bolsheviks. 

M. Glemenceau said that nothing was further from his mind. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he had mentioned the matter because, when he 
was in Paris in September, M. Paderewski had stated that he was prepared 
to march on Moscow if supported and equipped.^ Even Marshal Foch, who 
was most strongly anti-Bolshevik, had not supported this view, as he had con- 
sidered that the traditional feeling in Russia against the Poles was so strong 
that it would only consolidate the resistance. The same would apply to the 
Finns. It would have much the same effect as the attacks of the Prussians 
and Austrians had had on the Jacobins in France. Hence, if the Polish army 
were re-equipped, it must not be for an attack on Russia, but rather for 
future contingencies. He was so much in agreement with the rest of 
M. Glemenceau’s observations that he would say no more. 

Signor Scialoja said he agreed entirely with Mr. Lloyd George. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he understood it was agreed that the conference 
of anti-Bolshevik States and organisations should not be undertaken. He 
asked if Mr. Davis had anything to say. 

Mr. Davis said he spoke with hesitation and embarrassment, insomuch as 
he not only had no authority, but not even instructions from his Government. 
He believed, however, that the United States Government would be in accord 
with what Mr. Lloyd George had said. He knew that from the first they had 
been opposed to militaiy intervention in Russia, and had gone as far as they 
were willing to go in rendering financial assistance. 

Lord Gurzon summed up M. Glemenceau’s proposals as follows : — 

(i) A barbed wire fence, as it were, round Russia, within which the Allies 
should not interfere. 

(ii) To put an end to contributions of supplies and money for the purpose 
of upholding or re-establishing order in Russia. 

(iii) To build up Poland as a barrier against Russia and a check on Ger- 
many. ■ . 

These were accepted by Mr. Lloyd George and Signor Scialoja, and, so far 
as he had authority to speak, by Mr. Davis. He doubted, however, if the 
question could be solved in such precise terms. The Prime Minister had men- 
tioned an alternative suggestion, namely, to call a conference of the anti- 
Bolshevik States and organisations. He had rightly said that this was only a 

® See Vol- L No. 57, minute 4(6). 
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continuation of what had hitherto been attempted, except that perhaps it 
meant giving supplies to one set of men instead of to another. That seemed 
to condemn the proposal. But we must not leave the impression that we took 
no interest in Russia. Our interest depended on what was happening imme- 
diately outside the barbed wire fence. We must remember that all the States 
round Russia were struggling for freedom. This applied equally to Finland, 
the Baltic States, Poland, Denikin and the Caucasus. Each of these was 
struggling for a national existence. He hoped, however, that if we withdrew 
our material support we should not also withdraw our moral support and 
take our representatives away. A second point was that we could not pre- 
cisely draw a line as to when the new policy would begin. For example, the 
British Government had promised aid to the extent of a further £'15,000,000 
for Denikin, and this would take some time to send. It had been pointed out 
that Kolchak’s Government was falling, and this was true. For some time 
past we had ceased to supply him with any material help. He hoped, how- 
ever, that everything would not be withdrawn as a result of this conference; 
for such action would mean the collapse of Kolchak and the overrunning of 
Siberia by the Bolsheviks. The result would probably be that the Japanese 
would go in and establish a powerful force in Eastern Siberia. He hoped, 
therefore, that the policy would not be adopted with too great precision, and 
that every latitude would be allowed. 

M. Clemenceau said he was in complete accord with Lord Curzon. 

Mr. Balfour raised the question of the Baltic States. He felt much em- 
barrassed as to where we stood in regard to this question, although, owing [to] 
the chaos, the present position was perhaps inevitable. We had acknow- 
ledged the independence of Finland and Poland, but he did not know where 
we were as regards the States lying between them. He understood that we 
had refused to acknowledge their independence, but we had recognised them 
as de facto Governments. Was our intention to give them no help, or were 
they to be included in the general decision? 

Lord Curzon said that we had not for a long time given them any assis- 
tance, although we had allowed them to raise loans, so far as they were able 
to do so. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if we were to recognise their independence. 

Mr. Balfour hoped that we should not do so. He asked if we were to 
acquiesce in their making peace with the Bolsheviks. We ought not to en- 
courage them not to do so unless we could give them some support and 
assistance. If we were to surround Russia, as it were, with a barbed-wire 
fence, could we leave so big a gap as lay between Poland and Finland? This 
would be to cut off Finland from Poland and to give the Bolsheviks access to 
the sea. If we did not acquiesce in their making peace with the Bolsheviks, 
what steps were we to take? 

M. Clemenceau said he was of opinion that we could not disinterest our- 
selves from the Baltic States. We could lend them aid and give them assis- 
tance, but the nature of this need not be discussed to-day. Each case was 
different and would have to be considered on its merits. How to prevent 
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them making peace was a proper subject for diplomatic communications be- 
tween Paris, Rome and London, but was not one that need be considered now. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he understood that the populations of these 
States were very formidable people. They seemed to have made up their 
minds not to attack the Bolsheviks. He had had a letter from Sir Esme 
Howaicl, who was formerly much concerned in our policy towards these 
States, and he regarded the Esthonians and the Letts as a very formidable 
people. He did not believe that the Bolsheviks would attack them further. 
The Esthonians and the Letts had already driven out the Bolsheviks and were 
rapidly driving out the Germans. If the Bolsheviks were to attack again, the 
question could be reconsidered. As regards their making peace with the 
Bolsheviks, he agreed that we could not give advice unless we were prepared 
to support them. As a matter of fact, they had some time ago asked us to let 
them have £ 1 0,000,000 for the purpose of resisting the Bolsheviks. At present 
the responsibility was theirs. He did not think they intended to make peace, 
but they were suspending active military operations against the Bolsheviks. 

Mr. Balfour said he would be very sorry to see any peace which gave 
Russia access to the Baltic. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Baltic States might offer a means of 
peaceful penetration into Russia. The Bolsheviks had talked much of propa- 
ganda, but he thought that civilisation might also undertake its peaceful 
penetration. 

i, Whitehall Gardens^ December 12^ igig. 

No. 57 

i.e.p. 3.] Secretary s Motes of an Anglo-French Conferertce, held at 10, 
Downing Street, S.PV.i, on Friday, December 12, igig, at g.go p.m. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. 
Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer, The Right lion. Sir 
Auckland Geddes, President of the Board of Trade, Mr. A. R. Duncan, 
Goal Controller. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Berthelot, M. 
de Fleuriau, 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Lieutenant-Colonel Storr. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I. M. Loughhur said that he and Mr, Chamberlain had discussed the 
question of finance that morning. He had expressed to 

eparatiom. The Chamberlain the desire of the French Government that 
Proportion for Dis- . « , 1 , . , , , . 

tribution ^ portion 01 the loan for the liberated areas should be issued 

in London. Mr. Chamberlain had shown sympathy with the 
proposal, but had suggested that the first thing to do was to clear up any 
possible sources of friction on questions already under discussion. The first 
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of these was the question of the reparation. During the discussions which 
took place in Paris when the treaty was being prepared, the French and 
British representatives went into the question of fixing the right proportion 
of the amounts to be received by their respective countries. It was most 
important for the friendly relations of the two countries that a solution of 
some kind should be reached. Unfortunately, the interests of the two nations, 
as creditors of Germany, were mutually conflicting. Mr. Chamberlain had 
agreed with him that it was essential that some amicable settlement should 
be agreed upon. During the discussions in Paris, the British representatives 
had suggested that the proportion should be 50 for France and 30 for Great 
Britain. This was not accepted by the French. At a conference which took 
place when President Wilson was also present the American delegation had 
suggested that the French should agree to the proportion of 50 and 25. This 
M. Loucheur had not been able to accept on behalf of his Government. The 
proportions considered equitable by the French Government were 55 for 
France and 25 for Great Britain, and they anticipated considerable difficulty 
in getting these figures accepted by the French Government. The more they 
examined the devastated areas the larger the bill seemed to grow, as the cost 
of reconstruction would evidently be much greater than had been at first 
imagined. The French Government was still prepared to accept a proportion 
of 55 to 25, although this would involve a distinct loss. In fact, they believed 
that if exact calculations were now to be made of the actual losses, and 
estimates prepared of the cost of reparation, the proportions would probably 
be more like 60 to 20. 

Mr. Lloyd George enquired what the Germans were doing so far as 
reparations were concerned. 

M. Loucheur said that up to the present they had done practically 
nothing. They had been asked to supply building material, and had been 
furnished with long lists of the French requirements, but nothing had been 
received. As regards coal, the French had at present received less than one- 
third of what the Germans had promised. The question of German labour 
in France had been considered by the French Government and the German 
delegation, but the Germans had submitted conditions which were quite 
unacceptable, e,g., that German workers in the devastated areas should have 
the right to strike, to form trades unions and to join the French trades unions. 
This, of course, would create an impossible situation. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he thought he saw a possible solution about 
reparations, but before coming to any definite agreement he would like to 
consult his colleagues in the matter. 

M. Glemengeau said this was only natural, and he readily agreed to it. 

2. M. Loucheur said the next question was what was to be the composition 
of the Reparation Commission and who was to preside 
Tne Presidency of the Xhe French Government desired definitely to 

neparation Committee , . , , , . , i r i n 1 t-t 

claim that the chairman should be a Frenchman, ihe 

British proposal was that he should be an American, and that, only in the 
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event of America’s declining to preside as chairman, should he be a French- 
man. The French Government took the view that, having regard to the 
attitude of America towards the treaty, it would be impossible to agree to an 
American chairman. They fully understood that the British Government 
was entitled to have every possible guarantee that British interests should be 
safeguarded. What the French proposed, therefore, was that the commis- 
sion should have a French chairman and a British secretary -general. If 
Great Britain preferred to have a vice-chairman instead of a secretary -general, 
the French were prepared to agree to this. They further proposed that the 
branch of this commission dealing with maritime operations should sit in 
London under a British chairman. 

M. Glemenceau said that it would be quite impossible to induce the 
French Parliament to accept the Reparation Commission unless the chair- 
man should be a Frenchman. 

Mr. Bonar Law enquired whether the French would object to the com- 
mission sitting in London. 

M. Lougheur pointed out that this point was settled by the treaty, which 
definitely mentioned Paris as the seat of the commission, 

Mr. Bonar Law enquired whether, if the French Government could not 
agree to a certain proposal because of the risk of parliamentary opposi- 
tion, was not the position analogous to that of the Italian Government as 
described at the conference they had had that morning. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the two positions were quite different. The 
situation in Italy had been aptly described as ‘outside the Constitution’. 
What would happen in France if the Government agreed to relinquish the 
chairmanship of the commission would be that a vote of censure would be 
passed and the Government would have to go. 

M. Lougheur said another point was that Mr. Lloyd George and 
Mr. Chamberlain objected to a member of the French Cabinet representing 
France on the commission. The French were in entire agreement with 
this. 

M. Clemenceau agreed and expressed the view that the chairman of the 
commission would have far too much to do to enable him to carry on his 
Ministerial duties at the same time. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there was a question of equality as between 
members of the commission. They ought to be able to speak to each other on 
an equal footing. Great Britain would be represented by an official, Sir John 
Bradbury. 

3. M. Lougheur, after paying a tribute to the ability of Sir John Bradbur>3 
said that a few minor questions remained. For instance, there 
had been a slight dispute in regard to the purchase of British 
stores in France. 

Mr. Chamberlain said that this question would be finally disposed of if 
M. Loucheur accepted the terms of a letter from Lord lnverfortli,^ which 
^ Minister of Munitions. 
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should by this time be in M. Loucheur’s hands. This M. Loucheur had 
undertaken to do. 

M. Loucheur said that the matter, therefore, might be considered as 
settled. 

4. The next point was Great Britain had lent to France various sums dur- 

, ^ „ ing the last four months. He was not prepared to discuss this 

Loans to prance ^ , . , , , 

question at the moment, but it would be necessary to come 
to some friendly agreement. Mr. Lloyd George said that he would give his 
answer on the subject of reparation on the following day, after he had con- 
sulted his colleagues. 

M. Loucheur said that he wished to have one word on the subject of 
the respective proportions. He was quite prepared to spend a fortnight in 
England, examining the facts and figures with a British representative, and 
he was convinced he could prove that the proportion suggested by the French 
was decidedly favourable to Great Britain, and if he were unable to convince 
the British representatives after they had gone into the figures, the French 
would be willing to have the agreement reconsidered. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought the best thing would be to find a solution at 
once without any further delay. He proposed that they should now turn to 
the question of coal. 

5. M. Loucheur said that the coal question fell under two headings, 

quantity and price. As regards price: hitherto it had been regu- 
lated by a system of licences issued by the Goal Controller which 
entitled France to buy certain fixed quantities in Great Britain, but a new 
system had lately been established removing the licences, exporters being 
now free to sell to the highest bidder. Under this system there was no 
guarantee that France would receive one single ton of coal. Moreover, there 
was a danger that, as the deficiency of Europe amounted to 80 million tons 
and Great Britain had only 30 millions for exportation, there would be 
tremendous competition in the market between would-be buyers. The second 
question was that of price. At the present moment the price in Great Britain 
was 45^, a ton, rising to gfij. abroad. He saw no reason why the price should 
not soar presently to 1 20^-., or even to 1501. He understood perfectly well that 
this arrangement was 'quite defensible from the point of view of finance, but 
he desired to call attention to the following points. France was in an excep- 
tional position owing to the damage done to her mines in the north by the 
German forces. The coal which would have been obtainable from those 
mines must be replaced by German coal; but until the latter were received 
the French must be able to buy coal in England to replace what they should 
have got out of the destroyed mines. As matters stood at present the French 
would, in fact, have to pay a double price because of the destruction of their 
mines. He had just made an offer of 8oi‘. a ton in Cardiff which had been 
rejected, 853-. being demanded. 

Sir Auckland Geddes said he did not understand this. The average price 
for exportation at present was 62J. 
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Mr. Bonar Law said he had never heard of such a high price as that 
mentioned by M. Loucheur. He enquired where the coal was to be deli- 
vered, and if 85^. was the price at the home port or after delivery. 

M. Loucheur said that the price named was for the coal in Cardiff 
Harbour. 

Sir Auckland Geddes said that all the figures in his possession showed 
that the average price for coal for exportation was 62s. 6d, 

M. Loucheur offered to show him the correspondence. 

(At this point Mr. Duncan, the Goal Controller, joined the conference.) 

Mr. Lloyd George asked M. Loucheur to repeat his statement for the 
benefit of Mr. Duncan. 

M. Loucheur repeated that last week the French had tried to buy coal for 
January and February at the price of Soi*. a ton, and the offer had been 
refused because the coal merchants stood out for 85^. 

Mr. Bonar Law said it was difficult to see what could be done after the 
declaration of the British Government that there would be no fixed price for 
exported coal. 

M. Loucheur suggested that if certain quantities were reserved for the 
French as formerly they would be in a better position to discuss the price. 
Otherwise, countries like Switzerland and Spain, who were in a more favour- 
able position as far as the exchanges were concerned, would stampede the 
market and take all the coal. 

Mr. Chamberlain pointed out that it would be very difficult to guarantee 
a certain quantity being delivered to France without giving a similar guaran- 
tee to other countries, such as Italy and Roumania. They might be certain 
that directly it was known that France had been given preferential treatment 
to which she was entitled by her losses, Italy would come and ask for identical 
treatment. 

Mr. Lloyd George enquired what were the British exports of coal before 
the war. 

Mr. Bonar Law said that they were between 50 and 60 million tons. 

M. Loucheur pointed out that the claim he had made applied only to the 
case of France, as it was in the nature of compensation for the loss of her 
destroyed mines. 

Mr. Chamberlain admitted that it was true that Italy could put forward 
an identical claim, but he pointed out that Italy had no coal mines at all and 
had been always obliged to rely upon Great Britain. 

M. Loucheur acknowledged that it would be difficult to guarantee sup- 
plies of coal to France and not to Italy. From the French point of view, it 
would have b^en preferable to maintain the old system of allocation. He 
admitted that for political reasons, such as those which the French Govern- 
ment had often to take into consideration, it might have been impossible to 
continue that system; but he maintained that the case of France was special. 
The guarantee they will now ask him for afforded a preferential solution to 
cover the interval until France received from Germany the monthly supplies 
of coal the Germans were bound to deliver according to the treaty. 
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Mr. Bonar Law enquired as to the price. 

M. Lougheur thought this question would easily settle itself once the 
French were guaranteed priority for a certain quantity of coal. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the conference might now adjouruj 
as he wished to consult with his colleagues as regards reparation. He en- 
quired as to what time it would be convenient for the conference to meet the 
following morning, and whether it was proposed that the American question 
should be discussed. 

M. Glemengeau suggested 10.30 a.m., and stated that he was quite pre- 
pared to take the American question. He had already submitted a note on 
the subject to Mr. Lloyd George.^ 

( The conference adjourned at 4.30 p.m.) 

5 , Whitehall Gardens. 

2 See No. 55, minute 7 and No. 58, appendix i . 

No. 58 

i.c.p. 4.] Secretary s Notes of an Anglo-French Conference held at 10, 
Downing Street, London, S.W.i. on Saturday, December ij, igigt at ii a.m. 

Present : British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. J. 
Balfour, Lord Pi'esident of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, The Right 
Hon. Lord Birkenhead, the Lord Chancellor (for Minutes 5 and 6).^ 
France'. M. Clemenceau, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, M. Berthelot. 

The following were also present : 

British Empire: The Right Hon. Sir Gordon Hewart, Attorney-General 
(for Minutes 5 and 6), The Right Hon. Sir Ernest Pollock, Solicitor 
General (for Minutes 5 and 6). 

France : M. de Fleuriau, 

Secretary : Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Lieutenant-Colonel Storr. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

The conference had before them : — 

{a) A note communicated by M. Clemenceau, dated the 19th December,^ 
1919, containing a draft of a proposed Anglo-French Declaration 
accepting ten or eleven of the fourteen reservations of the American 
Senate to the Treaty of Peace, on condition that the remaining three 
or four reservations, which are incompatible with *he treaty, were 
withdrawn (Appendix i). 

{b) A copy of the reservations by the American Senate to the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany (Appendix 2). 

^ It appears that the Rt. Hon. Austen Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
was also present during part, at least, of this meeting: cf. below. 

2 In error for December 9. 



1. Mr. Lloyd George referred to certain telegrams which had passed 

between Lord Gurzon and Viscount Grey, dated the 6th, 
Atutuck of the ^ United December, 1919, ^ in the latter of which it 

Awe Treaty Stated that the American Secretary for Foreign 

Affairs said the situation was very disappointing, and 
one in which the foreign Governments, if they attempted to influence it, 
could only do harm; there was a quarrel between the President and the 
Senate, and whereas foreign opposition to the reservations would only stifteii 
the Senate, their acceptance would be resented by the President. In the 
circumstances, he suggested that the discussion of America’s attitude and 
possible action in the future in regard to the treaty should be deferred until 
Lord Grey’s arrival.*^ 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

2. M. Glemengeau said that he understood that the German reply to the 

last Allied joint note^ was on its way. His idea was that the 

Geman Reply to ]jad raised no fundamental objection to its terms. 

Alhed Joint Note ^ 

It appeared, however, that they could not lurmsh dockage, 
and they would offer to substitute some other form of reparation. 

3. M. Glemengeau informed the conference that Roumania had signed the 

- . treaty. He hoped, therefore, that ratification all round would 

Roumania , d r n 

shortly follow. 

4. Mr. Lloyd George said that he was anxious to raise the question of the 

future of the Peace Gonference. 

utme^ t ie Clemenceau said that one of the questions was that of 

the Middle East, which must be settled between France and 
Great Britain before it came up to the conference. Then there was the 
Adriatic question, and this could only be decided by the principals. Recently, 
in Paris, he had asked Mr. Polk: supposing the United States turned round 
and definitely stated that they would refuse to have anything more to do 
with the Peace Treaty, and that the Allies might settle matters as they liked, 
in that event what were we to do? The main question lay between Germany 
and ourselves, i.e., France and Great Britain. It was the application of the 
terms of the treaty which must engage the attention of the conference. In his 
view it was most unlikely that Germany would fight the Entente. She had no 
money, and no munitions, very few men and no supplies. Moreover, the 
people were tired of war. It was natural that their leaders should talk big in 
order to save their faces. Any other great nation would have done the same, 
Mr. Lloyd George was of opinion that the real danger was that the 
present Germafi Government might go out, which would be a serious 

3 These telegrams are untraced in Foreign Office archives. It appears probable that they 
were private telegrams not entered upon the files. 

Lord Grey left Washington for England on December 30, I gig. 

5 The reference w'as to the Allied note of December 8 relative to the signature of the 
protocol to the Treaty of Versailles and reparation for the sinking at Scapa Flowo see 
No. 37, note 4. 



disaster. The present Government was moderate, and they sincerely desired 
peace. Its successor might either be Spartacist or Militarist. 

M. Glemengeau thought it might be half and half, but he did not think 
that either a Spartacist or a Militarist Government could really ndeld power. 
It was important that he and Mr. Lloyd George should meet frequently and 
be always ready to send at a moment’s notice replies to any notes received 
from Germany. Proceeding, M. Glemenceau said that he wished to raise the 
question of Marshal Foch. We must, of course, have all our arrangements 
ready in case we had once more to resort to force. He was quite prepared 
to accept any proposals that the British might put forward. He did not want, 
however, that executive power of any kind should be delegated to the 
marshal. He felt that Marshal Foch was the man to take military control, 
on account of his great reputation. The marshal had told him that he would 
feel happier when matters had been discussed by the respective Govern- 
ments. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that everybody agreed that Marshal Foch should 
be in military charge. He was immensely popular in England, he was a great 
general, and he commanded confidence on both sides of the Channel. As 
regards the locality of the Supreme War Council, he thought this should 
remain at Versailles, with Marshal Foch at its head. He wished to know, 
however, what the council was to do. During the armistice the marshal was 
our channel of communication with the enemy. Henceforward, the channel 
must be the respective Governments. He asked what were M. Clemenceau’s 
views as to the functions of the War Council. 

M. Glemenceau replied that it would give advice on military matters, and 
would execute the orders of the Allied Governments where necessary. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was in cordial agreement with this 
definition of the council’s functions. 

Lord Curzon enquired whether the proposed Council of Ambassadors 
was to take the place of the conference when the treaty was ratified. 

M. Glemenceau said that he understood that this was to be so. He felt, 
however, the necessity of the Ambassadors being men of power and authority; 
they should not, however, decide matters over the heads of their respective 
Governments. 

Mr. Lloyd George concurred, and said that otherwise we might 
gradually be led into war. During the Peace Conference, plenary powers and 
confidence had been given by the British nation to Mr. Balfour and himself. 
The position was different now, and the Conference of Ambassadors could 
not have plenipotentiary authority. 

M. Glemenceau agreed, but hoped that the process of transition would 
not be too rapid. 

Mr. Balfour said that when he left Paris endless small matters were 
coming up every day for settlement. He suggested that such matters might 
well be left to the Ambassadors. 

Lord Curzon suggested that a limit should be fixed for the labours of the 
Peace Conference. He suggested that it might close down by Christmas, as 
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he agreed with Mr. Balfour that the Ambassadors should be left to settle 
minor questions, larger matters being referred to the Governments. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought it might be difficult to fix a definite date when 
the conference should close down. He agreed with M. Glemenceau that the 
question of the Middle East must be discussed and settled between the French 
and British Governments. 

Mr. Bonar Law thought that the Peace Conference might be allowed to 
settle the Hungarian question. 

Lord Gurzon concurred, and thought that the Peace Conference might 
be reassembled in London or Paris at a later date to settle the Turkish peace. 

M. Glemenceau said that if the British desired it he would ask Marshal 
Foch to come to London and to discuss questions with them. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that this was unnecessary, and said that now 
they knew the proposed limit of Marshal Foch’s functions he and his col- 
leagues were quite satisfied. What he desired to know was that the negotia- 
tions were not to be conducted through military channels. As complete 
agreement had been reached by the conference in regard to this question, 
he proposed to invite discussion upon other questions on the agenda paper, 
among which were the question of reparation and the trial of criminals for 
breaches of the laws of war. 

As regards reparation, he understood that Mr. Chamberlain and M. 
Loucheur, who had been requested at their meeting on the previous day to 
go into this matter, were in substantial agreement about the main points. 
He would ask them to communicate to the conference the results of their 
discussion at a later moment. 

(At this point Sir Gordon Hewart and Sir Ernest Pollock joined the 
conference.) 

5. Mr. Lloyd George said that he was startled at the numbers of German 
offenders against the laws of war, which appeared on the lists 

Laws ^ofWar names, and 

the French had 500, and the Belgian even more. 

M. Glemenceau said that he was quite willing that the numbers should be 
examined by a body with a view to eliminating doubtful cases. It was, how- 
ever, most difficult to discriminate, as there were so many similar crimes 
committed in almost identical conditions. He had considered this question 
carefully, and had reached the conclusion that it was almost impossible to 
reduce the list. However, he was quite prepared that a Judicial Committee 
should go into all the cases, sift the evidence, and that we should then send 
a revised list to die Germans. But there was no time to be lost. 

Lord Birkenhead, in reply to an invitation by the Prime Minister to 
express his views, said that his difficulty was that the matter had passed out 
of his hands, since he had relinquished the appointment of Attorney-General. 

Sir Gordon Hewart said that the Law Officers of the Grown had twice 
revised our own lists, which showed 130 names of men who had committed 
atrocities by sea, by land and in the air. By sea, they were all cases of atrocities 
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by submarine crews. On land, there were many cases of cruelty, maltreat- 
ment of prisoners, and so on. In every case the charge was supported by very 
strong evidence. France had 600 names on her list, Belgium 800, and Italy 
50, The German army of occupation in France and Belgium had, of course, 
great opportunities of committing these crimes. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that the large total of 1,580 would render 
it more difficult for the Germans to surrender the whole of them. 

M. Glemengeau said that although the Germans had signed the treaty, 
they were practically conniving at the escape of many of these men. 

Lord Birkenhead thought that M. Glemenceau’s suggestion of a judicial 
committee to scrutinise the lists might be accepted. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he was rather taken aback at the idea of more 
than 1,500 separate trials. 

M. Glemengeau thought that the effect would be admirable upon public 
opinion. 

Mr. Chamberlain was afraid that a prolonged series of trials might have 
the opposite effect and even arouse sympathy. 

M. Glemengeau agreed that it was important that the trials should be 
conducted expeditiously. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said that he had spent six hours last Tuesday^’ with 
the French Minister of Justice, and they had also seen M. Beaunir, who had 
been mainly responsible for preparing the French lists. They had examined 
these latter most carefully, and had endeavoured to see whether anything 
could be done to cut down the numbers. Excluding the large numbers of 
cases which occurred in the armies of occupation, the British had 67 cases of 
cruelty to prisoners, and the French 135. In his view it was impossible to 
ask France and Belgium to reduce their big numbers to something com- 
parable with ours, as the difference was due, as he had shown, to the fact 
that British soil had not been occupied by the enemy. The test that had been 
applied by himself and his French colleagues was: ‘Do these charges shock 
any plain man’s conscience?’ 

Mr. Bonar Law pointed out that a large number of cases of cruelty must 
have been carried out by order from superior authority. 

Sir Ernest Pollock agreed, but said that, in order to trace it home to the 
higher officials, it might be necessary to try those who had carried out their 
orders, for the purpose of establishing that the orders came from a common 
source. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Belgian list looked to him much too big. 
Many large towns in France had been occupied by the Germans, and, on a 
comparable basis, France would probably have to pro.secHte about 5,000 
Germans. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said there were two periods in the case of Belgium. 
The first was the period of sack, which included 300 cases; and the second, a 
period of occupation, which included another 300. Then, after this, came 
the cases of cruelty to prisoners of war. He thought it would be almost im- 
^ December 9, 1919. 

■■ 757 



possible to ask the Belgians to reduce their numbers, after reading what took 
place at various towns and the terrible brutalities perpetrated. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that you could not prosecute mere agents 
who were deporting women on the orders of higher officials. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said that the Germans’ own enquiry into the Belgian 
atrocities constituted a very thick volume, and these only took into account 
the first period. The French Minister of Justice and himself had compared the 
British and French with the Belgian cases, and they had eliminated all cases 
of robbery and simple destruction. Assuming that the Belgians cut down 
their numbers to half, that is to say, 400, and that the French reduced their 
numbers to 500, these, with the cases of Italy and Poland, would still reach 
the considerable total of 1,200. Even if we did not succeed in laying our 
hands upon these men and bringing them to justice, the lists that had been 
prepared containing a summary of the charges preferred would remain for 
all time a record of German brutality. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought it was essential to have some basis of prose- 
cution, and suggested that a committee of British, French and Belgian legal 
experts should scrutinise the lists and reduce them to one denomination, based 
on the same principle. 

Sir Ernest Pollock said that this had been tried, but great difficulties 
had been encountered. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that France had a definite right to demand 
of the Belgians that the same basis should be employed. He asked what were 
the numbers of deportations in Belgium. In the case of Lille, the French 
were prosecuting only the higher officials, and not the agents. 

Mr. Bonar Law, referring to a point which had been previously raised, 
said that in Great Britain they had had experience of the reaction that follows 
hate and resentment after these had reached the culminating point. 

Mr. Balfour doubted if this would be the case in the present instance, as 
the special crimes with which the Germans were being charged would never 
lose their horror. 

It was suggested that the committee should assemble as soon as possible 
in London, and that the Attorney-General of England should take the 
necessary steps to convene it. 

6. Mr, Lloyd George said that he had noticed that recent telegrams from 
The Kaiser Stated that the revelation of Herr Kautsky'^ had had 

considerable effect upon opinion, and had turned even Socialists 
against the Kaiser. 

Lord Gurzo.>t thought that the principal reason for which the Socialists 
feared the Kaiser was that they were afraid that he might become a centre of 
intrigue and of militarist reaction. 

In November igig the so-called Kautsky Documents had been published. These were 
German official documents relating to the outbreak of the First World War, which had 
been collected by Herr Kautsky. (An English translation of the Kautsky documents is 
printed under the title of Outbreak of the World War^ New York, 1924.) 
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Mr. Lloyd George thought that in that case the Allies had better press 
for his leaving Holland as soon as possible. 

Lord Curzon asked, as a matter of law, supposing we requested the 
Dutch to turn the Kaiser out of their territory, and the Dutch replied that 
they would be very pleased to do so as they had no concern with him, what 
would be the next step? 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if he crossed over to Germany the present 
Government would hand him over to us. He would be much more likely to 
go to the United States. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that action should be taken immediately the 
treaty had been ratified. 

Mr. Bonar Law enquired whether we were entitled to insist on his 
being handed over, supposing the United States dropped out of the con- 
ference? 

Sir Gordon Hewart said that, under article 227 of the treaty, it was laid 
down that the Kaiser was to be tried by five judges, one judge being ap- 
pointed by each of the principal Powers. The Germans might say : 'We will 
hand over the Kaiser to a tribunal constituted as above, but not to one where 
the United States was not represented.’ 

Mr. Lloyd George said this was a serious matter, as this principle might 
be applied to lesser criminals, to the question of reparation, and so on. We 
must therefore insist upon our point, that the defection of the United States 
does not alter circumstances. Otherwise, unless the United States signed the 
treaty, the whole thing might tumble to pieces. 

Sir Gordon Hewart said that he would like to have a case formulated 
for the Law Officers’ considered opinion. He admitted that there was great 
danger of the Germans making capital out of the point. 

M. Loucheur pointed out the great difference between the representation 
of the United States on the Reparation Commission and their representation 
on an international tribunal. In the case of the Reparation Commission the 
treaty provided for the withdrawal of any member without prejudice at any 
moment. No such provision existed so far as an international tribunal was 
concerned. It was open, therefore, to the United States to withdraw if and 
when she liked. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that the Germans would say that they were 
influenced in signing the treaty by the fact that the United States were asso- 
ciated with it. 

M. Berthelot said that he had seen Baron von Lersner officially, and one 
of the first questions he had put to him was in respect of the composition of 
the commission. He particularly enquired whether the Unij^ed States would 
be represented. M. Berthelot had replied that they would not. Baron von 
Lersner had then wished to know if it was by the wish of the Allies that the 
United States had withdrawn, and he had replied that this was not the case; 
the Allies themselves were in entire accord. Baron von Lersner had said that 
the non-association of the United States enabled the German Government 
to raise a legal question if they cared, but they did not propose to do this; 
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only they hoped the Allies would remember this and regard it as a proof of 
their goodwill. 

Mr. Chamberlain enquired whether they had stated this in writing. 

M. Berthelot said they had not, but in another document they had ex- 
pressed the same sentiment. 

Mr. Chamberlain confirmed this, and said that it had been expressed in 
somewhat the following form : ‘We hope that you will take this into account 
and give us credit for it when we surrender our criminals.’ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that it was impossible for the Allies to concede the 
point if the German Government raised it. 

Mr. Balfour enquired, supposing the person of the Kaiser were sur- 
rendered to us directly the treaty was ratified, what the international tribunal 
could do. 

Sir Gordon Hewart, in reply to a question, said that a clause in the 
treaty laid it down that it should come into effect as soon as it was ratified by 
three Powers. 

Lord Birkenhead agreed, and said that the tribunal would have to quote 
this clause. He further agreed that it was desirable to proceed with the 
demand for the surrender of the Kaiser immediately the ratifications of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany were exchanged. 

(At this point Lord Birkenhead, Sir Gordon Hewart and Sir Ernest 
Pollock withdrew.) 

7. Mr. Lloyd George said that he had discussed this question with his 
colleagues the previous afternoon. As regards quantity, our total 
output was down by 50 to 60 millions of tons. Apart from Labour 
difficulties, our main trouble was the great congestion at the ports. He had 
received on the two previous days an influential deputation and had dis- 
cussed the matter with them. Owing to shortage of trucks and railway stock, 
our ports were greatly congested, the export of Cardiff being down by 
3 millions, and other ports by 30 per cent. It was impossible to get labour to 
work more than eight hours a day. Even if the loading of a ship could be 
completed by an extra 10 minutes’ work, the men refused to do it. He had 
asked the railw’’ay representatives, representatives of the coal-owners and 
miners and the trade unions to meet and try to devise some means of increas- 
ing output. They were hopeful of increasing it by 3 or 4 millions, and were 
starting their work of enquiry at once. Earlier in the week the British 
Government had endeavoured to get their Goal Bill accepted by Parliament, 
which would have given them more control over coal, and have enabled the 
Government to ^allocate coal for exportation. As it was, all restrictions upon 
export had been removed, and we had great demands for coal from all the 
foreign countries. Until some Bill could be passed through Parliament, the 
Government could have no control at all. He thought that it might be 
possible to persuade some of the coal-owners to send coal to France for 
patriotic reasons. He reminded the conference that the coal interests and 
industry were enormously powerful in England. 
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M, Lougheur said that France had also experienced great difficulty in 
regard to shipping. This they hoped to mitigate by the introduction of new 
electric machinery for rapidly loading and discharging cargoes. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the British Minister of Transport hoped to 
set up similar installations here; but now that the war was over, the public 
resented any Government interference. 

M. Lougheur said that he appreciated the difficulties of the situation, and 
suggested that he should come over again in a fortnight’s time to England to 
review the coal position. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought a useful purpose might be served by sending 
a French representative to South Wales to make an appeal on behalf of 
France to the mine-owners and to Labour generally. 

M. Glemengeau thought the best man for this purpose was M. Loucheur 
himself. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he was sure that the Welsh people would be 
delighted to see him. 

8. Mr. Lloyd George said that a mistake had been made the previous day, 
Japanese Representation when a conference of Allied representatives had met and 
at the Conference now had discussed various important questions, including 

Russia. Great Britain, France, Italy and America had 
all been represented, but Japan had been inadvertently omitted. 

M. Glemengeau agreed that the Japanese representative should be in- 
vited. The most important thing, however, to his mind, was that France and 
England should be in absolute agreement on all big questions. 

Lord Gurzon said that the previous evening he had received a letter from 
the Japanese Ambassador stating that the latter understood from the news- 
papers that an Allied conference had met the same morning and had dis- 
cussed, inter alia, the question of Russia; and had expressed surprise that no 
invitation had been sent to any Japanese representative. Lord Gurzon said 
that the reply was a simple matter; he had informed the Ambassador that 
the conference had met to discuss the question of Fiume and the Adriatic, 
and it was without premeditation that the conversation had turned upon 
Russia, and he had promised that, supposing Russia were to come up for dis- 
cussion at any future conference, the Ambassador would certainly be invited. 
In Lord Gurzon’s view, the Japanese were not really concerned with what 
was going on in Europe, but they did desire to know what part Japan was 
expected to play in Siberia. 

It was agreed: 

That an invitation should be sent to the Japanese Ambassador to 
attend the conference to be held that afternoon. * 

9. Mr. Ghamberlain said that he hoped to circulate that afternoon if 
^ ^ ^ possible an agreed proces-verbal of the conversations which he and 
i fi a a ton Loucheur had held regarding the question of reparation. He 
wished to point out that the agreement reached bound the Dominions as 
well as ourselves. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said that it was important that the Dominions should 
be informed at once. 

M, Lougheur said that Mr. Chamberlain and himself had come to an 
amicable understanding. 

Mr. Chamberlain agreed, and thought that the Americans were the first 
who should be told. 

M. Glemengeau said that he was going to make a statement, which he 
particularly requested might be included in the notes of the meeting, about 
the method of priority, the adoption of which he and his colleagues had 
already urged in the interest of France. They had submitted this system to 
the Peace Conference and, after the latter had turned it down, the question 
had been referred to the French Parliament during the debates upon the 
Peace Treaty, and it had taken a very important place in those debates. 

The Chamber had compelled him to make a certain formal reservation on 
this question. If, however, he took the matter up again that day it was not 
solely on account of the mandate which had been given him by the French 
Parliament, it was because France had suffered more than any other country 
from invasion and German devastation. It was this which in the eyes of him- 
self and his colleagues justified the priority that they asked. He remembered 
the argument which Mr. Lloyd George had used when he said ‘Human lives 
are worth more than shattered chimneys.’ But under these chimneys there 
were French families stricken and ruined. Ten French departments, the 
richest in the country, had been absolutely devastated so that they were no 
longer able to produce anything; and this was one of the principal causes 
of the very serious economic and financial difficulties that France was 
experiencing to-day. What he asked for was priority frankly and clearly 
admitted, such as had been granted to Belgium. The decision of the confer- 
ence with regard to Belgium was a just decision, and it was he himself who 
had evoked it. The same solution in the case of France would not be less just, 
and it would give to the people of France a moral no less than a material 
satisfaction. It was impossible to exaggerate the importance this question 
had assumed in debates which had taken place in the French Parliament. 
Several men of eminence, including a member of the present French Govern- 
ment, M. Dubois, now French Minister of Commerce, had spoken very 
forcibly in favour of the system of payment that he and his colleagues had 
recommended to the conference. The conference had not agreed to it, but 
it still formed one of their most pressing needs. Above all, it was essential that 
the whole moral force of their two countries should be devoted to common 
and concerted action. He wished to repeat that it would give the greatest 
satisfaction in, France if her right to priority was recognised, and it was his 
duty to insist as forcibly as he possibly could upon a point which lay so near 
to his heart 

M. Lougheur said that i .France asked for priority it was not in order to 
recoup herself in advance fc-/ all that she had already spent upon reparation, 
but in order to restrict the&in caused by the Germans. The French calcu- 
lated that they w'ould ham to spend in five years nearly 125 milliards of 
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francs. The money that one or other of the Allies would receive to defray 
the expenses of reparations already carried out was not the same need as 
money which was essential to re-establish a country which had been the 
battleground of the whole world. It was upon this aspect that so much 
insistence had been made in their Parliamentary debates. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was amazed at the 125 milliards men- 
tioned by M. Loucheur. 

M. Loucheur said that this was approximately the result of their latest 
calculations; and this was the reason why he said the previous afternoon that 
the French, in accepting the proportion of 55 to 25 were, in fact, making a 
sacrifice. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, speaking generally on behalf of the British 
Government, they could not agree to priority. If they could not do so, it was 
not because the British nation did not realise the incomparable suffering of 
France. They fully appreciated this. The reason was our grave financial 
difficulties in this country. Public opinion was much upset by the very heavy 
taxes and with the fact that we had not received a penny from Germany. 
He asked the French Government to look at the question from the point of 
view of the British Empire. Continuing, Mr. Lloyd George said that France 
claimed ,{^5,000,000,000 and Belgium ,{^1,000,000,000. If priority were 
granted to France, it must be granted to others; in other words, about 
,{^12,000,000,000 would have to be liquidated before the British taxpayer 
got any relief; that is to say, not for thirty years. He himself could not face 
this, nor could the Prime Minister of Australia. Australia, with a population 
of 4I millions, had lost more men in the war than the United States. They 
had a big war debt and also a very heavy pension debt. Again, New Zealand, 
with a population of i million, had lost more men in dead than Belgium, and 
they also had a big debt. As regards the question of reparations, he and his 
colleagues did not wish that the British representatives on the commission 
should have to examine separately each French claim, which would make 
them appear as if they were trying to assist the Germans to reduce those 
claims. That would mean constant and lasting protection [sic\. They must 
keep, and act, together. The Anglo-French Alliance, which had stood the test 
of the greatest war in the world, must continue, and was most important for 
France and Great Britain. The view of himself and his colleagues was that 
the French suggested too low a proportion. In order, however, to preserve 
the present cordial relations between the two countries, they were prepared 
to accept; and they hoped that France, on her part, would not press for 
priority. The British Government were anxious to do nothing to make the 
Dominions feel less ready to come forward and take their part in the next 
war. He himself had witnessed the terrible devastation of France, and that 
country had his most sincere sympathies. 

Mr. Chamberlain stated that M. Loucheur’s opinion was that it was 
undesirable that any public statement should be made as to the proportions 
fixed. It would be sufficient that it should be placed on record that 
agreement had been reached between England and France, The question 
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might then be taken up with our Allies by M. Loucheur and Sir John 
Bradbury. 

Mr. Lloyd George referred again to the grave financial position of Great 
Britain. He pointed out that many were paying half their incomes in tax as 
well as being faced by the existing high prices. Large incomes were paying 
not less than 1 5L. in the £. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that there was nothing to be comparable to this 
in France. 

10. Mr. Lloyd George read, as a basis of discussion, the following draft of 
Russia thought had been agreed between M. Glemenceau and 

himself in regard to Russia. He suggested that the draft should be 
discussed, and it should then be decided as to what should be published 

(1) The Russian policy agreed to at the conference may be summed up as 

follows : — 

Not to enter into any further commitments beyond what has 
already been promised as to furnishing assistance to the anti- 
Bolshevik elements in Russia, whether in the form of troops, war 
material or financial aid; the anti-Bolshevik elements still to be free 
to purchase war material in the Allied countries; each Power to 
have discretion to leave on the spot all political or other missions, 
which may either be attached to the anti-Bolshevik elements or the 
despatch of which may already have been decided upon; and to 
leave Bolshevik Russia, as it were, within a ring fence. 

(2) The conference considered that a strong Poland was in the interests of 

the Entente Powers, and left for further consideration the question of 
the form and extent of the assistance to be given. 

(3) The conference rejected a proposal to summon a meeting of repre- 

sentatives of the various anti-Bolshevik States and organisations in 
Russia. 

Lord Gurzon suggested the following additional paragraph: — 

(4) As regards the border States with non-Russian populations which 

before the war belonged to the Russian Empire, but have since 
severed themselves from it, e.g.^ Finland, the Baltic States and the 
States of the Gaucasus, the Allies will give them such moral and 
material assistance in support of their struggle for freedom as may 
be found desirable in the circumstances of each case as it arises. 

M. Glemenceau expressed the fear that the action proposed might make 
the Allies very unpopular in Russia. He said that he had recently seen the 
Polish Minister, who was considerably perturbed at the withdrawal of our 
support. He suggested that we might say that we were willing to consider the 
case of Poland in due course. 

Mr. Balfour enquired whether anything was settled as to the boundary 
between Lithuania and Poland. 

M. Glemenceau hoped that the point would not be raised. 

Mr. Lloyd George feared that the Poles were bound to get the Allies into 
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trouble, by annexing foreign populations and expecting us to back them up. 
He thought that the Allies had gone rather too far with the Czechoslovaks. 

M. Berthelot then translated Lord Gurzon’s proposed additional clause 
into French. 

Mr. Balfour wondered whether it would be wise to include this paragraph. 

Lord Gurzon said that something like it was absolutely necessary, 

Mr. Balfour suggested that a qualifying sentence should be introduced 
stating that we would protect the various States if attacked. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that the conference was agreed on the first 
three paragraphs, but thought the fourth required some further considera- 
tion. He suggested that an announcement to be made in public should be 
drafted, and he proposed that the draft should be prepared by M. Berthelot 
and Mr. Philip Kerr in time for consideration at the next meeting of the 
conference. As regards the announcement, it would be made in England in 
Parliament. 

M. Glemenceau said that he would prefer to make an announcement in 
the press. It did not matter what method was adopted so long as the 
announcement was made simultaneously. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that at the afternoon’s Allied conference he 
would propose the acceptance of the four clauses, and would invite the 
French, the Italians, the United States and the Japanese in turn to state 
whether they approved. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Japanese approached the Russian problem 
from quite a different point of view from ourselves and the French. They had 
great interests in Siberia. He asked whether our desire was that they should 
remain there or clear out. 

Lord Gurzon agreed, and said that this depended upon the United States, 
who were afraid of what Japan might do if she remained in Siberia. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that he should say to the Japanese: ‘This is the 
policy that we have decided to adopt in view of our siDecial circumstances ; 
as to what you should do in regard to Siberia, we do not presume to advise.’ 

II. Mr. Lloyd George suggested that as the petrol question was one of 
Petrol urgency it should be considered in the first instance by French and 

‘ ^ British experts, who should agree upon some joint scheme, if 

possible.^ 

M. Glemenceau said that he fully concurred in this suggestion. 

It was agreed: 

That French petrol experts should come over to London on the following 
Wednesday^ to meet Sir Hamar Greenwood^® and Sir John^Cadman.^’'^ 
[The conference adjourned at 1.25 p.m. until p.m.) 

3, Whitehall Gardens, December 13, igig, 

® The negotiations here proposed resulted in the Anglo-French Agreement signed at 
San Remo by M, Berthelot and Sir J. Gadman on April 24, 1920 (Gmd. 675 of 1920). 
December 17, 1919. y® Secretary of the Department of Ovex’seas Trade. 

Director of H.M. Petroleum Department. 

765 



Appendix i to No. 58 
Mote communicated by M. Clemenceau 
POUR RATIFICATION AMERICAINE DU TRAITE 

Suggestion d^une Declaration franco-anglaise acceptant dix ou onze des quatorze Reserves du 

Senat americain^ a condition que les trois ou quatre Reserves incompatibles avec le Traite 

disparussent. 

(Typed from Manuscript, Paris, December 9, 1919.) 

1. From many statements made by you it appears that you’^ view with grave 
concern the failure of the Senate of the United States to ratify the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany. It also seems evident that your concern grows out of your convicdon 
that this failure on the part of the United States may endanger the successful 
operation of the treaty and may prejudice the peace of Europe. 

2. The failure of the treaty in the United States Senate is due to the fact that 
the representatives of one political party therein are not strong enough in numbers 
to force the acceptance of the treaty with the fourteen reservations which they 
attached to it, while the representatives of the other party are not strong enough in 
numbers to force the acceptance of the treaty without these reservations. 

The party which refuses to accept the reservations is the party which supports 
the President. That party refuses to accept them because it believes that the 
President’s attitude may be due to a belief that these reservations will not be 
accepted by you. 

3. Let us examine these reservations in the light of the probability that they ^vill 
be maintained; that their maintenance, unless something be done to break the 
present deadlock, will cause the final rejection of the treaty by the United States; 
and that then, according to your own conviction, the peace of Europe will be 
gravely endangered. The continuance of that peace is surely of far more vital 
interest to you than the meaning and effect of a number of the reservations can 
possibly be. 

4. You have doubtless noticed that eight of these reservations relate exclusively 
to the covenant of the League of Nations, and that two more relate, in part, to it. 

The covenant of the League of Nations is not an essential part of the Treaty of 
Peace with Germany or with any of our recent enemies. The object of these treaties 
is to bring an end to the present state of war; the object of the covenant of the 
League is to provide a check against further wars, but no more with our recent 
enemies than with our present friends. The covenant could be cut from the treaties, 
with the understanding that we will subsequently negotiate a treaty embodying it, 
without causing you the slightest concern. 

5. But it is not necessary to separate the covenant from the German treaty, nor 
from any of the others. To show this, let us examine very briefly the nature of the 
reservations; — 

{a) The pre5.mbie to the resolution of ratification provides that this ratification 
shall not take effect on the part of the United States until the reservations have been 
accepted by an exchange of notes between the United States and at least three of 
the other four Great Powers with which we were associated during the war. 

If it can be shown that many of these reservations do not stand in the way of 
putting the Treaty of Peace with Germany into effect, what objection can you have. 
The particular persons to whom this draft declaration was addressed were not specified. 
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in view of your belief in the great danger otherwise resulting, to declaring your 
acceptance of these reservations? If there be any of them which prejudices the 
treaty with Germany, you are justified in objecting to them. And, as it seems quite 
possible that there cannot be more than three of them which could fall in this 
category, it is possible, and even probable, that an attitude taken by you such as is 
hereinafter suggested might result in a compromise in the United States Senate by 
which these resei'vations, objectionable to you, may be eliminated. 

If, on the other hand, you should refuse to accept these reservations, which the 
great majority of the people of the United States believes to be vital to their own 
interests, is it not quite certain that in the separate negotiation of a covenant you 
would be obliged to yield, or else go without a League of Nations so far as our parti- 
cipation is concerned ? But I do not think that you would wish to give the impression 
that you embodied the present covenant in the present treaties for the purpose of 
having the United States accept responsibility for rejecting the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany or else to accept, with that treaty, objectionable clauses in the 
covenant. It seems the more improbable that this was your purpose, because it was 
currently reported during the exhaustive study made of the covenant here that you 
had all stated that the meaning read into the covenant by at least some of the 
reservations is substantially the meaning that you had in mind at the time of its 
formulation. 

(b) The first reservation construes article i of the covenant to mean that the 
United States shall be the sole judge as to the fulfilment of ‘its international obliga- 
tions and all its obligations under this covenant.’ Will not that be, in practice, the 
attitude that will be taken by your own Governments? How can any one of the 
Great Powers be forced, without war, to remain in the League because of some other 
Government’s construction of its obligations? Is it not evident that a refusal by you 
to accept this reservation would show that the very first clause in the covenant may 
prove a cause of war rather than a check against it? Will it not be better, in view of 
your fear of a total failure of the treaty, to trust to the common sense and general 
intelligence of the United States to take a proper attitude when the contingency 
occurs, and to assume that, when the United States judges that its obligations have 
been fulfilled, you will also agree that they have been fulfilled ? 

(c) You know quite well that the construction given in the second reservation is 
in accord with the requirements of the Constitution of the United States, which no 
law enacted by Congress can override. A treaty, while it is a part of the supreme 
law of the land, is nevertheless only law, and as such is under, and not over, the 
Constitution. 

(d) Article 22 of the covenant provides that ‘advanced nations . . . . who are 

walling to accept it’ may be given a mandate over one or more of certain territories. 
The United States is doubtless one of these ‘advanced nations.’ How can you 
determine whether that nation is willing to accept a mandate except by action of 
the Congress of the United States? What objection, therefore, can you have to the 
third reservation? W, 

(e) Do you intend to surrender your present right to pass upon all questions 
which are within your domestic jurisdiction? Do you intend to give other nations 
the unlimited right to decide how many hours of labour shall constitute a day’s 
work, or how many francs or shillings shall constitute the compensation for such a 
day’s work? Do you intend to surrender your present right to regulate the immi- 
gration of aliens into your country, to regulate your coastwise traffic, to regulate 
your tariff, &c.? If not, what objection have you to the fourth reservation? 
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(/) Article 21 of the covenant provides that ‘nothing in this covenant shall be 
deemed to affect the validity of ... . regional undertakings like the Monroe 
Doctrine.’ What objection, therefore, can you have to the fifth reservation, which 
withdraws from arbitration or enquiry the Monroe Doctrine? Otherwise, the pro- 
tection purported to be given to that doctrine by article 2 1 is a mere form of words, 
and is so recognised by the common sense of all the people of the United States. 

If it be your intent at some future time to call that doctrine into question, surely 
it is not worth your while to now make that fact evident, thereby causing the rejec- 
tion of the Treaty of Peace with Germany by the United States and thus imperilling 
the peace of Europe. It will require a united Europe to call that doctrine into 
question with any hope of success, and it will be better for you, from the point of 
view of your ow'n interests, to secure the successful operation of the treaty with 
Germany in order that when, in some future and distant year, y^ou call the Monroe 
Doctrine into question you may have a united, and not a Balkanised, Europe 
behind you. 

(g) The sixth reservation withholds the assent of the United States to those 
articles of the treaty Mth Germany which relate to the disposition of disputed rights 
in Shantung. This resei'vation and the eighth and twelfth reservations relate to 
matters which affect the integrity of the treaty. For this reason they are reservations 
to which you may refuse to give your formal assent. But, if in respect to all of the 
others, you take the attitude suggested hereafter, you will have taken the surest 
course to secure a compromise by which these resei'vations may be alienated. 

(h) The seventh reservation provides that the representatives of the United 
States in the Assembly and on the Council of the League of Nations must be nomi- 
nated by the President and confirmed by the Senate. This is the same provision in 
American law which applies with respect to countless officials and representatives 
of the United States. 

The same reservation makes this principle of procedure apply to all representa- 
tives of the United States on any commission, committee, &c., required under the 
Treaty of Peace or in carrying out its provisions. 

It is difficult to conceive that any nation can object to the United States following 
its habitual practice in the selection of its official representatives. 

(i) The ninth reservation declares that the United States cannot contribute to 
any expenses of the League of Nations or under the Treaty of Peace, except in 
accordance wdth an appropriation bill duly enacted by the Congress of the United 
States. This is merely a statement of fact. Its intent, lilce that of some of the other 
reservations, is to inform foreign Governments, who may not be aw'-are of it, that 
there are certain methods and limitations imposed by the oiganic law of our Govern- 
ment and thei’eby prevent any future misunderstanding. Every citizen of the 
United States understands that by no possibility can a penny of public funds be 
withdrawn from the Treasury, except in pursuance of an appropriation law. 

(j) The tenth reservation reserves to the United States the light to increase its 
armaments without the consent of the League should the United States find itself 
threatened tvith invasion or engaged in war. Is there any nation which will construe 
the provisions of article 8 of the covenant in any other way, no matter whether it 
has made a reservation or not? 

{/!:) The eleventh reservation reserves to the United States the right to permit, in 
its discretion, the nationals of a covenant-breaking State who reside within the 
United States or in countries other than the covenant-breaking one to continue 
their commercial, financial and personal relations with the nationals of the United 
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States. This does not, as some have assumed, limit the power of the League to 
impose a blockade upon the covenant-breaking State. For example, if X be the 
covenant-breaking State; if some of its nationals reside in the United States and 
others in the States of B and C, the reservation would permit the League to impose 
a blockade upon the covenant-breaking State X, while, at the same time, the 
relations between the nationals of that State residing in the United States and in the 
States B and G may continue as before. What real interest is threatened by this 
reservation? At least to such an extent as to warrant a refusal to accept this reserva- 
tion and thereby imperil the treaty with Germany. 

(l) The thirteenth reservation withholds the assent of the United States to Part 
XIII (the organisation of labour) until Congress by law provides for the representa- 
tion of that Government in this organisation as well as the conditions which shall 
govern the participation of the United States in it. This subject is one of those 
which have no essential relation to the Treaty of Peace with Germany, and the 
success of that treaty should not be prejudiced by a refusal to accept the reservation. 

(m) The fourteenth reservation denies the binding effect upon the United States 
of any obligation resulting from an action of the council or Assembly of the League 
in which any member of the League and its self-governing dominions, colonies, &c., 
have cast in the aggregate more than one vote. 

In like manner it denies the binding effect of any obligations arising from an 
action of the council or Assembly in any dispute between the United States and any 
member of the League provided that member or any of its self-governing dominions, 
colonies, &c., has cast a vote. 

The second of the foregoing two provisions is manifestly fair and just provided 
neither of the disputants casts a vote. Doubtless, this is what was intended by the 
Senate of the United States and a mere suggestion to that effect will cause this to be 
made clear. 

The first of the two above provisions is, in the minds of many, equally just and 
fair, although there are some who think that it would require a revision of article 15 
(and perhaps others) of the covenant. But it is believed that such revision is not 
now necessary. The success of the League of Nations depends upon all its members 
entering it with confidence in the ultimate sense of justice of the entire body. It will 
be observed that the fourteenth reservation does not declare that the United States 
will not be bound by any obligation arising from the action of the council or 
Assembly after the casting of votes as indicated above. It reserves the right to 
declare the obligation in case injustice results. Why cannot the nations of the 
League assume that it will be a long time before even an attempt at injustice toward 
the United States would be made? And that even then the full and free discussion 
will prevent the attempt from being realised? The processes of operation of the 
League will, undoubtedly, be modified from time to time, as experience shows to be 
wise. If, as some people believe any nation under the present covenant has an 
undue preponderance of votes, and if at any time this preponderance should bring 
the League face to face with a proposed act of injustice, can we not trust to the 
common sense of justice of the League to work out a solution? Jt may be years 
before such an act of injustice would be proposed. During all that time the United 
States will be in the League, day by day cementing the relations of friendship 
between all the nations, resulting in a spirit that will make the solution of the diffi- 
culty under consideration easy when the time comes for it. 

The essential question is, have you any such object in view in giving to one 
United Nation six votes as against the one vote of the United States as makes it 
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worth your while to imperil the successful operation of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, merely to maintain a point of procedure in a League of Nations which 
has not come into existence? Thus it would seem that there are eleven of the 
fourteen reservations that could be accepted, resulting in the continued solidarity 
of the United States with the European Allies and in the prompt resumption of the 
status of peace for which the world longs. 

6. But it seems unlikely that the present deadlock in the United States Senate 
can be broken, except by a compromise. This compromise will involve the reten- 
tion of some reservations and perhaps the modification of some others. This com- 
promise cannot be made so long as the President believes that no reservations will 
be acceptable to you, or until you indicate to him what reservations, modified or 
not, you will accept. Millions of people in the United States, who think about the 
treaty at all, believe in these reservations solely for the reason that they are afraid 
that they are not acceptable to you. If they are not acceptable to you they believe 
that the clauses of the treaty to which they relate contain some hidden meaning- 
concealed from the American representatives and which, if known, would not have 
been accepted by them. 

If you will give to the treaty and to the President the support of your declaration 
that you have no objection to certain of these reservations upon the acceptance of 
which the American people are very earnest, and that others of them will be 
acceptable to you by certain indicated modifications, the ratification of the treaty 
by the United States Senate will be made as certain as possible, even though 
there may be one or two or three of the reservations which you entirely reject. 

Even the reservation relating to the disputed rights in Shantung could be 
accepted. Surely, the peace of the world is not so much affected, even by implica- 
tion, by this reservation as it will be by the United States withdrawing entirely 
from the Entente as result of its rejection of the treaty. 

The American people is earnest in its sincere desire to have peace and would 
have it under the general terms of the proposed treaty. Surely, in such an enor- 
mous document, affecting such a multitude and such a variety of subjects, it is a 
matter of wonder that a great nation, whose interests are so vitally affected and 
whose traditional policy is so rudely shocked, has found occasion to make so few 
reservations the larger proportion of them [?which] do not affect the Peace Treaty 
with Germany at all. They can safely be left to be W'^orked out by the League of 
Nations when it comes into existence. If you really wish the Peace Treaty to be 
ratified by the United States, it is possibly easily within your powder to accomplish 
it. But there is no time to be lost. 

Appendix 2 to No. 58 
Reservations to the Treaty of Peace with Germany 

(Reported by Mr. Lodge from the Committee on Foreign Relations.) 

The committee also report the following reservations and understandings to be 
made a part and a condition of the resolution of ratification, which ratification is 
not to take eflect or bind the United States until the said following reservations and 
understandings have been accepted as a part and a condition of said instrument of 
ratification by at least three of the four principal Allied and Associated Powders, to 
wit: Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan: — 

I. The United States so understands and construes article i that in case of notice 
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of withdrawal from the League of Nations, as provided in said article, the United 
States shall be the sole judge as to whether all its international obligations and all its 
obligations under the said covenant have been fulfilled, and notice of withdrawal 
by the United States may be given by a concurrent resolution of the Congress of the 
United States. 

2. The United States assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial integrity 
or political independence of any other country or to interfere in controversies 
between nations — whether members of the League or not — under the provisions of 
article lo, or to employ the military or naval forces of the United States under any 
article of the treaty for any purpose, unless in any particular case the Congress, 
which, under the Constitution, has the sole power to declare war or authorize the 
employment of the military or naval forces of the United States, shall by act or 
joint resolution so provide. 

3. No mandate shall be accepted by the United States under article 22, Part I, 
or any other provision of the Ti’eaty of Peace with Germany, except by action of the 
Congress of the United States.' 

4. The United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide what 
questions are within its domestic jurisdiction and declares that all domestic and 
political questions relating wholly or in part to its internal affairs, including 
immigration, labour, coastwise traffic, the tariff, commerce, the suppression of 
traffic in women and children and in opium and other dangerous drugs, and all 
other domestic cpestions, are solely within the jurisdiction of the United States — 
and are not under this treaty to be submitted in any way either to ai’bitration or to 
the consideration of the Council or of the Assembly of the League of Nations, or any 
agency thereof, or to the decision or recommendation of any other Power. 

5. The United States will not submit to arbitration or to enquiry by the Assembly 
or by the Council of the League of Nations, provided for in said treaty of peace, 
any questions which in the judgment of the United States depend upon or relate 
to its long-established policy commonly known as the ‘Monroe’ doctrine; said 
doctrine is to be interpreted by the United States alone, and is hereby declared to 
be wholly outside the jurisdiction of said League of Nations and entirely unaffected 
by any provision contained in the said Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

6. The United States withholds its assent to articles 156, 157 and 158 and 
reserves full liberty of action with respect to any controversy which may arise under 
said articles between the Republic of China and the Empire of Japan. 

7. The Congress of the United States will provide by law for the appointment of 
the representatives of the United States in the Assembly and the Council of the 
League of Nations and may in its discretion provide for the participation of the 
United States in any commission, committee, tribunal, court, council or conference, 
or in the selection of any members thereof and for the appointment of members of 
said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, councils or conferences, or any 
other representatives under the treaty of peace, or in carrying out its provisions, and 
until such participations and appointment [s] have been so provided for and the 
powers and duties of such representatives so defined, no person slTall represent the 
United States under either said League of Nations or the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany or be authorized to perform any act for or on behalf of the United States 
thereunder, and no citizen of the United States shall be selected or appointed as a 
member of said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, councils or conferences, 
except with the approval of the Senate of the United States. 

8. The United States understands that the Reparation Commission will regulate 



or interfere with exports from the United States to Germany, or from Germany to 
the United States, only when the United States by Act or Joint Resolution of 
Congress approves such regulation or interference. 

g. The United States shall not be obligated to contribute to any expenses of the 
League of Nations, or of the secretariat, or of any commission, or committee, or 
conference, or other agency, organized under the League of Nations or under the 
treaty or for the purpose of carrying out the treaty provisions, unless and until an 
appropriation of funds available for such expenses shall have been made by the 
Congress of the United States. 

10. If the United States shall at any time adopt any plan for the limitation of 
armaments proposed by the Council of the League of Nations under the provisions 
of article 8, it reserves the right to increase such armaments without the consent of 
the Council whenever the United States is threatened with invasion or engaged 
in war. 

1 1 . The United States reserves the right to permit, in its discretion, the nationals 
of a covenant-breaking State, as defined in article i6 of the covenant of the League 
of Nations, residing within the United States or in countries other than that violating 
said article i6, to continue their commercial, financial, and personal relations 
with the nationals of the United States. 

12. Nothing in articles 296, 297, or in any of the annexes thereto or in any other 
article, section or annex of the Treaty of Peace with Germany shall, as against 
citizens of the United States, be taken to mean any confirmation, ratification or 
approval of any act otherwise illegal or in contravention of the rights of citizens of 
the United States. 


14. United States assumes no obligation to be bound by any election, decision, 
report or finding of council or assembly in which any member of the League and its 
self-governing dominions, colonies or parts of Empire, in the aggregate have cast 
more than one vote, and assumes no obligations to be bound by any decision, report 
or finding of council or assembly arising out of any dispute between the United 
States and any member of the League, if such member or any self-governing 
dominion, colony, or part of Empire united with it politically has voted. 

Thus ill original. For this reservation see paragraph 5(i) in appendix i above. 


No. 59 

i.G.p. 5.] Secretary s Notes of an Anglo-French Conference held at 10, 
Downing Street, S.W., on Saturday, December 13, igig, at 3. go p.m. 

Present: Britisk^Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Gurzon of Kedieston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs, The Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The 
Right Hon. A. J. Balfour, Lord President of the Council. 

Jovs.w: M. ClemenceaUj M, Gambon. 

Secretary: Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Brigadier-General S. H. Wilson, 

Interpreter: Professor Mantpux. 
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1 . Mr. Lloyd George referred to the draft conclusion in regard to Russia, 

Russia fourth paragraph as regards the assistance to be given 

to the border communities. 

M. Clemenceau agreed to the -wordiiig as proposed of this paragraph of 
the Russian conclusions and the draft resolution (A) was agreed to. (Resolu- 
tion (A) — see i.c.p. 8.^) 

2. Mr. Lloyd George asked if the draft conclusions as to the future of the 

'Fu^iir’ of Pe ce Conference appeared suitable. 

'conference CJlemengeau pointed out that one of the chief things 

which the Peace Conference had to deal with was the question 
of peace with Turkey. In the circumstances he did not altogether like the 
wording of the first paragraph, which provided for the present Peace Con- 
ference coming to an end at an early date. 

Some discussion then ensued regarding the wording of the first paragraph 
of the draft, and it was agreed that the words ‘cession [session] of the’ should 
be inserted so that the first line should read ‘that the present session of the 
Peace Conference shall. . . 

Some discussion then ensued regarding the wording of paragraph 2 of the 
draft conclusions, during which Mr. Balfour suggested that at the beginning 
of the paragraph the words ‘that pending the resumption of the conference’ 
should be inserted, and that at the end of the paragraph the words ‘a Con- 
ference of Ambassadors in Paris’ should be amended to read ‘the Ambas- 
sadors in Paris.’ 

Lord Gurzon doubted if such wording would make it clear whether the 
Ambassadors were to discuss the questions as now or in conference. Further, 
he thought that the proposed wording would deprive the Peace Conference 
from now on of the right of dealing with any matters. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the wording in the draft was quite clear. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that quite frankly he did not want large questions 
of policy, to which the British Government might be committed, to be dealt 
with by the Peace Conference. 

M. Clemenceau said that this was his view also. What he suggested was 
conferences such as that which they were having now in order to discuss 
difficulties in connection with the peace with Turkey, and also with Hungary, 
and these questions would then have to be submitted to the Peace Conference. 

Mr. Lloyd George said His Majesty’s Government would not send any- 
one to Paris to discuss the Turkish treaty, and he wanted that considered 
amongst themselves. 

M. Clemenceau replied that in any case it would be necessary to send 
someone to say what had been decided, as when the Turkish delegates had 
to be dealt with they would have to come to Paris, and the question would 
then have to be discussed by the Peace Conference. 

Lord Gurzon called attention to the fact that whenever the discussion of 
the Eastern question started in Paris the question of the East would occupy 
* No, 62. 
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a great deal of time, and, in his opinion, could not be disposed of in less than 
six weeks. 

M. Glemengeau was inclined to think it would not take so long as sug- 
gested by the English Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, as, if the French 
and British representatives had come to an agreement beforehand, the other 
Powers would not have very much to say. America and Japan were not 
greatly interested, and Italy might possibly have something to say. He could 
not agree as to the question not being discussed in Paris, but he was quite 
prepared to leave the door open for the matter to be discussed later. 

After some further discussion it was agreed that — 

The conclusions in connection with the future of the Peace Conference 
should he worded as shown in resolution (B) (i.c.p. 8 ).^ 


3, Mr. Lloyd George said the next matter to consider was the proposed 
wording of the agreement in connection with the breaches of the 

Breadie^ of tke of war. 

Laws of War 

After a short discussion, during which M. Clemenceau said that 
the French representative could come to London whenever required, and Sir 
M. Hankey said that the English Attorney- General would like him to come 
on Friday, the 19th instant, the wording of the proposed draft conclusion 
in this connection was agreed to. (Resolution (C) (i.c.p. 8), J 


4. Mr. Lloyd George said that the next point to consider was the question 
of the surrender of the Kaiser. 

^he^Kaiser~^ After a short discussion, during which Mr. Lloyd George said that 
Lord Hugh CeciP had suggested his internment in Dover Castle if he 
was brought to England, the wording of the draft conclusion in this con- 
nection was agreed to as shown in resolution (D) (i.c.p. 8).^ 


5. Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that it was very desirable before the 
Japanese Ambassador arrived to come to some agreement as to 
oicjias what reply should be given to him if he asked whether the 
Allies wished Japan to remain in Siberia or not. 

M. Clemenceau thought that the only reply that could be given was that 
Pre.sident Wilson would have to be consulted in the first instance. 

Mr. Balfour agreed, and said that at the same time it might be said that 
it was recognized that America and Japan were the two Powers primarily 
interested.; 

Lord Curzon referred to the fact that the Japanese had still 30,000 men 
left in Siberia. It was for consideration whether it was in the interests of 
Europe that Japan should stay there or not. He then explained what, in his 
opinion, were the arguments for and against Japan remaining in Siberia. 

The advantages ofJajDan clearing out of Siberia were: — 

(1) Japan would conform to the policy of the Allies. 

(2) If Japan remained, China would be in constant apprehension. 

(3) If Japan withdrew altogether, the Bolsheviks and anti-Bolsheviks 

would be free to fight it out amongst themselves. 

= Pmy Councillor and Member of Parliament for Oxford University. 
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The arguments for Japan remaining were: — 

(1) Japan requires an outlet somewhere as the Japanese were debarred 

from going to America and certain British possessions, and Siberia 
offered an immense field for emigration. 

(2) If Japan were allowed to remain in Siberia, she might leave China 

alone. 

(3) It is not clear how we could get her to go out if she did not want to go. 

(4) Her presence in Siberia was a guarantee against the triumph of 

Bolshevism. 

On the w^hole he thought that the arguments were in favour of allowing 
Japan to stay, but he thought it only right to call the attention of the con- 
ference to the fact that if she remained there, she might not confine her 
interests to the east of Lake Baikal, and the result might be that a difficult 
Eastern question would have to be grappled with in the future. 

Mr. Lloyd George did not see what objection there could be, from a 
purely European point of view, to Japan remaining in Siberia. 

M. Glemenceau agreed. 

Some discussion then ensued as regards the possibility of an alliance 
between Russia and Japan, and M. Glemenceau pointed out that he 
thought such a possibility was somewhat remote, and that every de- 
cision arrived at must have some dangers in view. 

2, Whitehall Gardens, December 25, igig. 

No. 60 

i.c.p. 6 .] Secretary s Motes of a Conference held at 10, Downing Street, 
London, S.W.i, on Saturday, December 13, igig, at 4.^0 p,md 

Present : British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon, A. J. 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon. the Earl 
Ciirzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, The 
Right Hon. A. Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 

U,S.A. : The Hon. J. W. Davis. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Gambon. 

Italy : The Marquis Imperiali. 

Japan: Viscount Ghinda.^ 

Secretary : Sir M, Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Brigadier-General S. H. Wilson, 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there were two questions which it was very 
desirable to discuss while M. Glemenceau was in London. The first w^as the 
Russian question, and the second was what arrangements should be made as 
regards the future of the Peace Conference. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The 
Paris Peace ConferenceyigiQf'Vol, vx., -p, 

2 Japanese Ambassador in London. 
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I. As regards Russia, the question to be decided was what was to be done in 
regard to giving more money; and, again, what was to be done if 
the Baltic States were attacked by the Bolsheviks. Further, there 
was the question of the Caucasian States, and what was to be done if these 
were attacked by General Denikin. There was, yet again, the question of 
Siberia, although this was much more the concern of the United States of 
America and Japan than of the other Powers. He understood that the 
Japanese had 30,000 men still in Siberia, and the Americans, 8,000. In so 
far as Russia in Europe was concerned, the views of the British, French and 
Italian Governments were that no further commitments should be entered 
into. England had promised to do certain things, and the French the same; 
and after that it was intended that neither Power would be under any obliga- 
tion, but that each Power should have discretion to leave on the spot, or not, 
their political or other missions which may either be attached to the anti- 
Bolshevilc elements or the despatch of which may have already been decided 
upon. The next question on which these Powers were agreed was that a 
strong Poland was desirable. The third point was that the Powers were 
agreed that the proposal to summon a general conference of representatives 
of the anti-Bolshevik States must be rejected. The fourth point was in con- 
nection with the assistance to be given to the border communities, and it was 
agreed that the Allies should give them such assistance in defending their 
liberties as might be found desirable in the circumstances of each case as it 
arose. These were the principal points which it was desired to submit to the 
conference for consideration. 

The Marquis Imperiali said that he understood that it was not intended 
to encourage Poland to take offensive action, and that the extent of any 
assistance which might be given to her should be for the defence of her 
territories, and not for other purposes. 

Mr. Lloyd George agreed that this was so, and the conference .approved 
of the addition to the wording of paragraph 2^ of the words ‘to her for the 
defence of her territories’. 

Viscount Chinda referred to the sum of ^^15, 000, 000, which he under- 
stood the British Government were giving to the anti-Bolshevik forces. He 
would like to know whether that sum was earmarked to General Denikin, or 
whether some of it could be given to the anti-Bolsheviks in Siberia. In his 
opinion, the situation in Siberia was very critical, and without further 
financial or military assistance he did not see how it could be retrieved. 

Mr. Lloyd George explained that the money allotted by the British 
Government for assistance to Russia was earmarked for General Denikin, 
and asked Mr. ’Davis if he knew whether America was prepared to give any 
further assistance to Admiral Kolchak. 

Mr. Davts said that he did not know what the situation was in this con- 
nection. 

Viscount Chinda said he understood, that the United States and Japanese 
Governments were discussing the question at the moment. He would like 
3 Of resolution (A) in No. 62. 



to read to the conference the views of the Viscount Uchida, the Japanese 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, in connection with the Siberian situation. These, 
as explained by Viscount Ghinda, were, briefly, that the Japanese Govern- 
ment view with very great concern the situation in Siberia. The retirement 
of Admiral Kolchak had encouraged the Bolsheviks, and if Admiral Kol- 
chak’s retreat had to be continued the Allied and Associated troops might 
find themselves face to face with the Red Russian army. In the opinion of 
the Viscount Uchida, there were three alternative courses which might be 
taken: — 

(i) An attempt to crush the Red Russian army by sending sufficient re- 

inforcements to Siberia, and by acting in co-operation with the 
anti-Bolshevik forces. 

(ii) The carrying out of partial withdrawal in order to avoid an encounter 

with the Red Russian army. 

(iii) An attempt to stop the Red Russian army by maintaining the status quo. 
To adopt course (i) would entail sending reinforcements of considerable 
strength, and public opinion in Japan made this impossible, in so far as Japan 
was concerned, as the Opposition in the Japanese Parliament were even 
demanding withdrawal from Russia. As regards the second course, it was 
the opinion of the Japanese Government that any partial withdrawal would 
lead to the augmentation of the Bolshevik strength and would necessitate in 
the end a total withdrawal. Such a situation would create a serious menace 
of Bolshevism to Manchuria, Korea, and even to Japan itself. Consequently, 
the only course of action appeared to be the third alternative, which was to 
maintain the status quo by sending such forces as were imperatively necessary 
in order to strengthen weak points on the front; and, in the opinion of the 
Japanese military authorities, 5,000 to 6,000 men would be required for this. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if the Japanese Government were contem- 
plating the despatch of these reinforcements to Siberia it would be better, in 
drafting the conclusions in regard to Russia, to introduce in the first paragraph, 
after the word ‘promised’, in the second line, the words ‘or decided upon’. 

Viscount Chinda said he would like to explain that it was not the present 
intention of the Japanese Government to send all these reinforcements them- 
selves, but that that was the estimate of the size of the force which, in the 
opinion of the Japanese military authorities, would be required. 

After some further discussion, it was agreed: — 

That the first part of paragraph 1 of the conclusions in regard to Russia 

should be amended to read as follows : — 

‘not to enter into any further commitments beyond wh^t have already 
been promised, or, in the case of Siberia, may be decided upon between 
the Governments of the United States of America and Japan as to 
furnishing . . &c. 

It was also agreed : 

That paragraph 3 should be amended to read as follows : — 

‘The conference agreed that no useful purpose wotdd be served b) at- 
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tempting to summon any general conference of the representatives of the 
anti-Bolshevik States at the present time.’ 

After some further discussion, the conclusions in regard to Russia, as 
shown in resolution (A) (i.c.P. S),'^ were agreed to. 

Mr. Lloyd George raised the question of the publication of some state- 
, , ^ ment to show the policy agreed upon. There appeared to him 

Russian Policy to be two alternatives, viz., either— 

(a) For each Power to agree to make the same statement, or 
(b) To agree to the conclusions, and that each Power should make its own 
statement, based on these conclusions. 

The Marquis Imperiali said that before any public statement was made 
as to policy he would like to consult his Government. 

Mr. Davis similarly said that he would have to consult his Government 
before committing himself to any public statement on policy. He would also 
have to dissociate himself from any statement that might be made in the 
meantime as regards policy. 

Viscount Chinda said that he was in the same position as Mr. Davis. 
After some further discussion it was agreed: 

That each Government should be left to make what statement it thought 
fit, based on the conclusions arrived at. 

2. Mr. Lloyd George said the next question was to decide what was to be 

the final text of the conclusions in connection with the future 
^ of the Peace Conference. He would like to ask the conference 
if they would agree to the draft which was before them and 
had been concurred in by himself and M. Glemenceau. 

The United States and Italian Ambassadors both pointed out that it 
would be necessary for them to refer the conclusions in this respect to their 
Governments. They presumed that they might understand that the British 
and French Governments were in agreement on the matter and invited their 
Governments to concur, 

Mr. Lloyd George said that this was so. 

Viscount Chinda said that he agreed to the terms of the conclusions on 
behalf of the Japanese Government. 

The terms of the conclusion, as agreed to by the French, British and 
Japanese Governments, are given in resolution (B) (i.g.p. 8).'^ 

3. Mr. Lloyd George raised the question of the conclusions which had been 
n / r I. arrived at in connection with the breaches of the laws of war 

*<= surrender of the ex-Kaiser. 

The Marquis Imperiali said that he was afraid he had not 
come to the conference prepared to discuss these questions, which exceeded 
his competence, and the matter was dropped. 

Si Whitehall Gardens y December 13, t^ig. 

^ No. 62. 
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No. 61 


i.c.p. 7.] Secretary s Notes of an Anglo-French Conference, held at 10, 
Downing Street, London, S. W.i., on Saturday, December ij, igig, atg.go pm. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. A. J. 
Balfour, Lord President of the Council, The Right Hon, the Earl 
Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, The 
Right Hon. A. Chamberlain, Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Cambon, M. Loucheur, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Fieuriau. 

Secretary : Sir M. Hankey. 

Assistant Secretary: Brigadier-General S. H. Wilson. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I . Mr. Chamberlain reported that M. Loucheur and he had reached an 
agreement on all the points referred to them except two. These related to the 
cost of the armies of occupation and to the classification of coal as land-borne 
or sea-borne under the terms of the treaty with Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if that meant that the question of the army of 
occupation had not been settled. 

Mr. Bonar Law replied in the affirmative and said that that question 
would have to be settled by the Reparation Commission, if not otherwise. 

M. Loucheur explained that he did not dispute the correctness of the 
British contention that the British Government was entitled under the treaty 
to the full cost of the British army, including pay, but he thought that the 
French contention in regard to coal was equally well founded. He was 
confident that he could prove this, and would send experts to London to 
discuss the matter with the Coal Controller. 

Mr, Chamberlain proposed that the agreement drawn up between 
M. Loucheur and himself, which made no mention of these points, should 
be approved. 

The conference decided — 

To approve the agreement (Appendix A). 

Mr. Chamberlain then read in English the statement respecting the pro- 
posed agreement, which M. Loucheur proposed to make to the French 
Parliament. He explained that the amount of the French loan to be issued 
in England would depend on what the conditions of the market permitted 
at the time of issue, which would probably be about March next. 

After some further discussion, during which it was pointed out by Mr. 
Bonar Law that it was very essential that the rate of interest should also be 
agreed upon— 

The conference agreed to the terms of the proposed statement with the 
addition of the word ‘conditions’ {modaUtes) after ‘the date and amount.’ 
(The statement as approved is given in resolution (E) (i.c.p. 8).^) 

* No. 62. 
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2. Mr. Chamberlain again called attention to the necessity of securing 
the assent of the British Dominions before the British Government could give 
their final approval to the proposed distribution of reparation as between 
France and the British Empire. 

M. Glemengeau and M. Loucheur assented. 

3. It was further agreed that nothing should be said publicly on this sub- 
ject until M. Loucheur and Sir J. Bradbury had completed their negotiations 
with the other Allies. 

R, Whitehall Gardens, December 13, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 61 
Document i 

It is agreed — 

1. That neither the French nor the British Government will appoint a Minister 
to represent them on the Reparation Commission. 

2. That the position and duties of the chairman shall be as defined in the 
attached paper marked ‘A’. 

3. That the secretary general shall be British. 

4. That payments by Germany shall be devoted, first to the payment of the 
armies of occupation and for such supplies of food and raw material as may be 
allowed to Germany as provided by the treaty; secondly, to satisfying the Belgian 
priority; after this the proportionate distribution to be applied to all receipts from 
Germany, including restoration in kind, except where the article restored is actually 
identified as having been I'emoved from the country to which it is now given back 
(article 238 of the treaty). Subject to the assent of the British Dominions, it is 
agreed that the share of the reparation accruing to France and the British Empire 
collectively shall be divided between France and the British Empire in the propor- 
tion of II to 5. 

5. The British Government will support the choice of a French chairman. The 
French Government agree to the proposal already accepted by the American, 
Italian and Belgian representatives that the shipping section shall sit in London 
and will support the choice of a British chairman for this section. 

6. The British Government further agi'ee that it may be announced that they 
have assented to the issue of a French loan in London for as large an amount as the 
state of the British market at the time may permit. It is anticipated that the loan 
may be issued about the month of March next, but the exact date and the amount 
are reserved for further discussion between the two Governments. The proceeds 
of the loans will be spent entirely in the United Kingdom. 

(Initialled) J, A. 

« (Initialled) B. P. B. 

7. The French Government will not ask for the repayment of the gold handed 
over under the Calais Agreement until the moment arrives \vhen the whole of the 
French debt to the British Government is liquidated. 

2 The reference was to the protocol of agreement drawn up at the conclusion of an Anglo- 
French financial conference at Calais on August 24, 1916, and signed on the one hand by 
Mr. Asquitli, British Prime Minister, and Mr. McKenna, Chancellor of the Exchequer, and on 

780 



Cette clause est soumise au Ministre des Finances, c|ui seul pent y donner son 
agr^ment. 

(Initialled) J. A. (J. Avenal).^ 

Subject to clause 7 being finally agreed. 

(Initialled) B. P. B. (B. P. Blackett).'^ 

December 13, 

Document 2 
‘A.’ 

1 . It shall be the duty of the chairman to preside at the meetings of the com- 
mission and to exercise such authority in regard to the calling, postponement of, 
and the conduct of business at, such meetings as may be given by the standing 
orders, and it shall be the duty of the deputy chairman to discharge any or all of 
the duties of the chairman in his absence. Otherwise the powers of all the delegates 
shall be equal. 

2. All minutes of proceedings at meetings of the commission shall be signed by 
the chairman (or in his absence by the deputy chairman) and countersigned by the 
secretary general. 

3. All documents and correspondence issuing from the commission [? shall] be 
initialled (vise) by the secretary general and signed by two delegates unless the 
commission otherwise determines. 

4. No individual delegate shall have power to act in the name or on behalf of 
the commission unless expressly authorised to do so by resolution of the commission 
in regard to a specific matter. Any delegate so authorised may sign letters and 
documents on behalf of the commission in respect of such matter, provided that 
such letters or documents are expressed to be issued by direction of the commission 
and the resolution of the commission giving the authority is quoted therein. 

(Initialled) }. A. 
(Initialled) B. P. B. 

December 13, igig. 

the other by M. Briand, French Prime Minister, and M. Ribot, French Minister of Finance. 
The first three articles of this agreement read : 

‘(i) In order to meet the financial requirements of the French Government for the six 
months, the 15th September, 1916, to the 15th March, 1917, His Majesty’s Government 
will discount French Government Treasury bills as the money is required, but at a rate not 
exceeding ;£'25, 000,000 a month, up to a total amount of 50,000,000. 

‘(2) In return for the above advances, the French Government undertake to request the 
Bank of France to place at the disposal of the British Treasury a sum of ,^50, 000, 000 in gold, 
this sum constituting a loan to be repaid by the British Government on the same dates as the 
repayment of the bills to be discounted under clause i. The Bank of France will forward 
the gold by instalments, to be delivered to the charge of the British Government at a French 
port. Such deliveries to take place after the shortest possible delay, at the request of the 
British Treasury, subject to a maximum of ^5,000,000 weekly. • 

‘(3) The French Government Treasury bills to be discounted under clause i will be 
sterling bills of a currency of twelve months, and will be discounted at the advertised rates 
for British Treasury bills of the same currency on the day of discount. They will be finally 
repayable in three years after the conclusion of peace. In the intervening period, the British 
Government will facilitate by all the means in their power the issue of a French funding loan 
on the London market.’ 

3 Apparently in error for Avenol. M. J. Avenol was French financial delegate in London. 

An official of the British Treasury. 
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No. 62 


i.G.p. 8.] Conferences of the Allied and Associated Powers and of the British 
and French Governments^ held at lo^ Downing Street, London, on Thursday, 
Friday and Saturday, December ii, 12 and 13, igig. 

Text of Resolutions, 

(A.) Policy in Russia. 

(Discussed at conference of American, British, French, Italian, and Japanese 
representatives.) 

I . The Russian policy agreed to at the conference may be summed up as 
follows ; — ^ 

Not to enter into any further commitments beyond what has already been 
promised or, in the case of Siberia, may be decided upon between the 
Governments of the United States of America and Japan, as to furnishing 
assistance to the anti-Bolshevik elements in Russia, whether in the form of 
troops, war material, or financial aid ; the anti-Bolshevik elements still to be 
free to purchase war material in the Allied countries; each Power to have 
discretion to leave on the spot all political or other missions which may either 
be attached to the anti-Bolshevik elements or the dispatch of which may 
already have been decided upon ; and to leave Bolshevik Russia, as it were, 
within a ring fence. 

2 . The conference considered that a strong Poland was in the interests of 
the Entente Powers and left for further consideration the question of the form 
and extent of the assistance to be given to her for the defence of her territories. 

3. The conference agreed that no useful purpose would be served by 
attempting to summon any general conference of the representatives of the 
anti-Bolshevik States at the present time. 

4. As regards the border communities with non-Russian populations 
which have been struggling for freedom and self-government, the Allies will 
give them such assistance in defending their liberties as may be found desir- 
able in the circumstances of each case as it arises. 

(B.) Future of the Peace Conference. 

(Discussed at a conference of the American, British, French, Italian, and 
Japanese representatives.) 

It was agreqd that — 

I. The present session of the Peace Conference shall come to an end at 
Christmas or at latest within a fortnight of the proces-verbal of the deposit 
of ratifications of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

* Note in original: ‘An understanding was reached that each Government should 
announce this policy in the words and in the manner it considered most convenient, but in 
any case not before 3 p.m. on Monday, the 15th December.’ 
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2. After the termination of the present session of the Peace Conference 
large questions of policy shall be dealt with by direct communication between 
the Governments themselves, while questions of detail shall be dealt with by 
a Conference of Ambassadors in Paris. 

3. The principles of the Treaty of Peace with Turkey shall be first dis- 
cussed between the heads of Governments before the conference meets to 
consider the necessary treaties. 

4. The Inter-Allied Military Organisation shall be continued under the 
presidency of Marshal Foch at Versailles and shall be instructed — 

{a) To give advice to the Allied and Associated Governments on military 
questions relating to the execution by Germany of the Treaty of 
Peace. 

(b) To execute such orders as the Allied and Associated Powers may give 
them.^ 

(G.) Breaches of the Laws of War. 

(Discussed between the British and French Governments) 

It was agreed that — 

A committee should be immediately set up in London composed of legal 
representatives of the British, French, and Belgian Governments, in order to 
revise and, if possible, to cut down the list of persons accused of having com- 
mitted acts in violation of the laws and customs of war under article 2528 of 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany, and in order to ensure that the several 
lists are based on similar principles. 

The Attorney General of England undertook to take the initiative in 
summoning the committee. 

(D.) The Kaiser. 

(Discussed between the British and French Governments.) 

It was agreed — 

To proceed with the demand for the surrender of the Kaiser under article 
227 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany immediately after the first proch- 
verbal of the ratification of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

(E.) Economic Questions. 

Reparations^ Finance^ and Coal. 

The conference agreed to the following communique to be issued by 
M. Loucheur in Paris as the result of Ms conversations with J^r. Chamber- 
lain: — 

‘An exchange of views has taken place in regard to the working of the 

Reparation Commission and has demonstrated the identity of view of the 

two Governments. The economic and financial situation has been exam- 

^ Resolutions A and B above are printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States: The Paris Peace Conference, 191$, vol, ix, pp. 857-8. " 
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ined in detail. In order to remedy the fall in the exchange, prejudicial to the 
two nations, the British Government has accepted the issue of a French loan 
in England, the date, the amount and the conditions of which will be fixed 
by agreement between the two Governments. Finally, it has been decided 
that the system of licences for the exportation of coal shall be provisionally 
prolonged by some days in order to allow time to study the question 
further,’ 

!jj *!« t ^ * 3 

The Attitude of the United States of America to the Peace Treaty. 

In view of a communication from Viscount Grey to the Prime Minister, 
in which the former had advised that foreign opposition to their reservations 
would only stiffen the Senate, it was agreed that discussion of America’s 
attitude and the possible action of the Allies towards it should be postponed. 

Peace with Turkey. 

(Discussed at a conference between the British and French Governments.) 

There is no formal resolution on the subject, but it was agreed that Lord 
Gurzon and M. Berthelot should examine various questions connected with 
the peace with Turkey and should prepare alternative drafts for considera- 
tion. 

Petrol. 

(Discussed at a conference between British and French Governments.) 

It was agreed that the French petrol experts should come over to London 
on the following Wednesday'^ to meet Sir Hamar Greenwood and Sir John 
Gadman. 

3 Thus in original. 

December 17, 1919. 


No. 63 

i.c.p. 9.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. PichoFs Room, Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Friday, January 
g, ig20, at 12. ig p.m.^ 

Present; U.S.A.-. The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right i-Ion. A. Bonar Law, Lord Privy Seal, The Right Hon. the 
Earl Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs; 
secretaries. Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper. 

Fran^'. M. Glemenceau, M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 
Berthelot, M. Massigli. 

Italy: Signor Nitti, Signor Seialoja, secretary, Signor Trombetti, 
Japan: Mr. Matsui. . 

Interpreter; Professor Mantoux, 

I This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : The 
Pflm Cow/er^nf^, rprp, vol. ix, pp. 859-60. 



Question of Fiume 


Mr. Lloyd George said that he had had the pleasure of several conversa- 
tions with Signor Nitti in London. The latter had made 
certain suggestions^ which he himself had taken into con- 
sideration with his colleagues. As the result of their delibera- 
tionSj he had prepared a memorandum of proposals which he would now 
invite his colleagues on the Supreme Council to examine. 

(At this point Mr. Lloyd George’s proposals were handed round 
(Appendix). 3 ) 


His latest proposals, though based on Signor Nitti’s suggestions, had not 
yet been seen by Signor Nitti. His suggestion was that the proposals in his 
memorandum should be considered as presented to the conference and to 
Signor Nitti by M, Clemenceau and himself. In this connection, Mr. Lloyd 
George recalled that on the 19th April, at the Council of Four, in the presence 
of President Wilson, he had informed Signor Orlando that Great Britain 
stood by the Treaty of London, and had made it clear that, if Italy insisted 
on it, Great Britain would abide by it. M. Clemenceau had taken the same 
attitude. At the same time, he had also made it clear that, in the opinion of 
the British Government, the Treaty of London was not quite suitable to 
existing conditions. He was quite well acquainted with Signor Nitti’s diffi- 
culties, which were largely internal. The fact was that Fiume had become, 
as it were, a ‘flag’ to Italian public opinion. Apart from that, it was not really 
a question of any great intrinsic importance. Nevertheless, it was very urgent 
to settle the matter. Otherwise the situation was full of peril to Italy, to the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and to Europe. He did not think the council 
could take the responsibility of allowing the present state of affairs to con- 
tinue. In this complicated question no perfect solution was possible. The 
populations of this area were so mixed as to prevent this, and the only thing 
to do was to reach some rough-and-ready solution which all parties could 
accept. Consequently, if his new proposals should prove acceptable to Italy, 
he proposed that the Council should then see the representatives of the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State and put the proposal before them. 

M. Clemenceau asked if Signor Nitti had had an opportunity of studying 
the document. 

Signor Nitti replied that he had not. 

M. Clemenceau then proposed that, in order to give Signor Nitti time to 
study the question, it should be adjourned until 11.30 on Saturday, the ioth 
Januaiy. 

Paris^ January p, ig 2 o. 


2 Signor Nitti had communicated these suggestions to Mr. Lloyd George in a memoran- 
dum on January 6, igsao. This memorandum is printed as document 4 in Cmd. 586. 

3 Not printed. This appendix, headed ‘Draft of suggested Joint Memorandum by 
M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George’ and dated January 9, 1920, was identical with the 
memorandum published as document 5 in Cmd. 586 except that the draft contained a 
pai*agraph 8, subsequently omitted, which read: ‘There must also be a discussion of the 
boundaries of Albania.’ 
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No. 64 


i.G.P, 10.] Mies of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British^ 
French and Italian Governments^ held in M. Pichon's Room^ Quai POrsay^ 
Paris ^ on Saturday , January lo, ig2o, at ii.yo a.m. 

fvimwT: British Empire: The Right Hon, D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 
SECRETARIES, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper, 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de Percin. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary. Signor Trombetti. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I. Signor Nitti handed in a note on the Adriatic question prepared in reply 
. , . . . . to the note handed in by Mr. Lloyd George on the previous 

The Adriatic Question , . * v 

day (Appendix). 

(M. Mantoux read Signor Nitti’s note in PTench.) 

Mr, Lloyd George apologised for discussing first the last point in Signor 
Nitti’s memorandum. He wished to obtain from Signor Nitti certain infor- 
mation in regard to Albania, with special reference to the following sentence 
at the end of his memorandum: — 

‘The Italian delegation does not doubt that this discussion will restrain 
itself to the boundaries of Southern Albania, it having already been settled 
that to the north and the east the boundaries laid down in 1913 could bear 
no restrictions without rendering it impossible for the Albanian State to 
exist.’ 

He wished to know what were the boundaries of Albania as laid down in 
1913, and more particularly as to whether they included Scutari. It was 
necessary to avoid cutting the Serbs from the sea in the south, as had already 
been done in the north, in regard to the Jugoslavs. This would be to create 
an impossible situation. 

Signor Nitti observed that he could not see how it could be said that the 
maritime ports were taken from the Jugoslavs, since they would have nearly 
all the ports on the east coast of the Adriatic. In fact, it was necessary to 
observe that the frontier already possessed by these peoples would not be 
altered, 

(After some discussion a map was produced, from which it was apparent 
that Scutari was included in Albania.) 

Mr. Lloyd Q-eorge said that he could not accept that Albania should have 
Scutari. (M. Glemenceau said this was impossible.) This was not a question 
solely for the decision of the council. It was also a question of inducing the 
Jugoslavs to accept. It was true that it might be possible to force a decision 
upon the Jugoslavs, but it would only result in their becoming sulky and 
troublesome. The council ought to find a solution which the Jugoslavs also 
could accept. If Italy got the Groats opposed to her as regards Fiume in the 
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north, and the Serbians opposed to her in the south on the question of 
Albania, there would be bound to be trouble. The Serb-Groat-Slovene State 
would appeal to the United States of America, and afterwards to Russia, and 
there would be an infernal situation. 

Signor Nitti said it was necessary to remember that his own situation was 
difficult, and that of Italy very difficult. Under the proposals in the memo- 
randum of the previous day Italy was practically abandoning everything that 
had been granted to her by the Treaty of London, and getting nothing in 
exchange. The questions in regard to the corridor to ensure contiguity 
between Fiume and Italy were not so much territorial as moral, for Italy, 
since Fiume did not form a part of Italy. 

(Mr. Lloyd George observed that the question might perhaps be better 
described as political than moral.) 

Fiume being a moral question, Italy must retain something for herself. 
Under the treaty as now proposed, nearly the whole of the eastern coast of 
the Adriatic would be attributed to the Jugoslavs, who would not lose a single 
port on that coast. The question of Albania was a very complicated one. 
Besides the Albanians there were Greeks and Serbians in constant conflict. 
The mandate exercised by Italy in Albania involved the maintenance of the 
Italian troops in Albania, and cost an enormous amount of money; more, 
indeed, than two billion lire. Once the question was settled, this garrison 
would be materially reduced. Scutari was the only town of importance in 
Albania. If it was attributed to the Jugoslavs there would certainly be a 
rising in Albania. If he desired to make trouble for the Jugoslavs he would 
give them Scutari, but that was not his thought. Before giving his reply he 
would like to study the question with his experts and to give an answer on the 
following day. In the meantime he would like to continue the discussion of 
other points in the memorandum. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he would not discuss whether the question of 
Fiume was a moral or a political one. He would remind Signor Nitti, how- 
ever, that the council were not giving anything to the Jugoslavs, since the 
whole of that coast was overwhelmingly Jugoslav in character. The Jugoslav 
preponderance in the population was something like 15 or ao to i. It was 
true that there were certain Italian settlements, but the bulk of the popula- 
tion was overwhelmingly Jugoslav. As regards Scutari, article 7 of the 
Treaty of London provided that Scutari would be Albanian, and that there 
would be set up an Albanian State. But if France, Great Britain, and Russia 
desired it, the northern part of Albania, which would include Scutari, could 
be attributed to Serbia. Now we were tearing to pieces the Treaty of London. 
It was proposed to deprive Serbia of Scutari, and to deprive the Jugoslavs of 
Fiume. It was impossible to do this. It would create very great difficulties, 
and such a solution could not succeed. M. Giemenceau as well as he himself 
ardently desired to overcome the difficulties of Signor Nitti. They realized 
that they were not difficulties of Signor Nitti’s own creation, and that they 
had developed before he came into office, and they were doing their best to 
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meet them. Signor Nitti, however, must not create difficulties by getting the 
opposition of the whole of the Slav races with the United States of America 
behind them. 

Signor Nitti took note of what Mr. Lloyd George had said, and assured 
him of his goodwill. In Italy he himself was accused of abandoning every- 
thing, and, though this was a great exaggeration, he was nevertheless taking 
a very moderate view. If he renounced so much, some compensation was 
necessary, particularly in regard to the safety of Italy in the Adriatic. The 
question of Albania was a very difficult one, as it was a wretched country, 
full of misery, without any future. To have to look after it was a bad business 
for Italy, whose sole interest was that, if some other State held it, it constituted 
a menace. The maintenance of order in Albania was no easy task for Italy 
to undertake. Public opinion in Albania at the present time was very excited, 
and there was much trouble between the Albanians, the Greeks and the 
Serbs. The Serbs knew quite well that Italy, in Southern Albania, had made 
concessions to the Greeks, and it might be possible to make concessions to the 
Serbs also. Pie had not known that the question would be raised to-day in 
these express terms, and without further study he was not clear as to what 
would be the consequences of what Mr. Lloyd George had suggested. The 
question was mainly an internal one for Italy, and was very troublesome. 
Italy had her Bolshevik danger both from the Right side and from the White 
[jw] side, to say nothing of the Socialists. Hence it was veiy necessary for him 
to have a solution before he met the Chamber, and that that solution should 
be one which he could conscientiously defend. Under the present proposals 
Fiume would remain what it had been, namely, a sort of separate body. Its 
future would be that of a great port for the Jugoslav territory, but the Jugo- 
slavs would also keep all the ports along the coast. He would like to discuss 
the question to-morrow, and he wished his colleagues to be assured that 
towards the Jugoslavs his intentions were both moderate and friendly. 

M. Clemenceau said that according as Signor Nitti accepted or not what 
had been proposed as regards Scutari, he himself would be inclined to make 
concessions as regards Fiume. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he shared this view. 

Signor Nitti asked whether the proposal was tq give the Serbs Scutari 
only, or some territory round Scutari. What was the expectation of the 
Jugoslavs? He asked whether the council was in agreement as regards other 
points in the Italian memorandum? 

(At this point there was some consultation on a map.) 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the object of the Jugoslavs, he thought, was 
to have an outlet to the sea in the neighbourhood of Scutari for their com- 
merce, which consisted largely of pigs. 

Mr. Leeper said he understood that the idea of the Jugoslavs was to 
canalise the River Bojana and to make a railway. 

M. Clemenceau said that he was not in a position to reply to Signor Nitti’s 
question, but he would give him a reply at the next meeting. 

(The meeting was then adjourned imtil immediately after the signature 
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of the protocol,^ which had been arranged to take place at 4 p.m. that 
afternoon.) 

Paris^ January 10^ ig20. 


Appendix to No. 64 

Memorandum handed in to the Supreme Council by Signor Nitti 
on January 10, jg20^ 

The Italian Government have seen with the greatest satisfaction that the British 
and French Governments, in recognizing the efforts and sacrifices borne by Italy, 
which have rendered possible the constitution of the new States which have arisen 
after the crush [ ? crash] of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, have also confirmed the 
rights which Italy is entitled to in virtue of the Treaty of London of the 26th April, 
1915. On its part the Italian Government wishes to pursue the exchange of views 
happily undertaken, in order to promptly reach an amicable transaction on the 
Adriatic question, and it begs to submit the following considerations to the Allied 
Governments : — 


I 

The proposal of a settlement of the Adriatic question which the British and 
French Governments have submitted to the Italian Government on the 9th instant 
takes no account of the Italian delegation’s demand to obtain the territorial 
continuity between the corpus separatum of Fiume and the territory of the Kingdom. 
This demand was based, however, on real necessities, upon which the Italian dele- • 
gation wishes again to draw the most serious attention of the Allied Governments. 

These necessities are principally in relation with the state of the feeling in 
Fiume, as well as with the state of the Italian public opinion. It is to be feared that 
the Italian Govei'nment might be unable to ensure the acceptance of a transactional 
solution which involves such heavy sacrifices in regard to the stipulations of the 
Treaty of London, if the Italian public opinion and the inhabitants of Fiume did 
not receive the satisfaction which they expect, with the territorial continuity. It 
is pui’ely moral satisfaction, and it is out of the question that the narrow corridor in 
question could represent a menace of any sort to the free town of Fiume. 

The corpus separatum, with the town of Fiume, being surrounded on all sides 
by Slav populations, find themselves in the necessity of demanding a point of con- 
tact with Italy, all the more so as the eastern boundary of the town of Fiume is in 
direct contact with Sussak, which is almost completely Slav. 

In order to avoid practical inconveniences such as customs, &c., which have 
been opposed to the Italian px'oposal, the Italian delegation suggests that the strip 

‘ The protocol recording Germany’s unfulfilled oligations under the armistice conven- 
tions and supplementary agreements; this protocol was signed immeXliately before the 
proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications of the Treaty of Versailles (cf. No. 53, minute 2). 

2 Document 6 in Cmd. 586 is headedTtalian Memorandum of January 10, 1920’. This 
document is, however, dated at foot ‘Paris, le 3 Janvier 1920’, and is in fact an Italian 
memorandum of that date replying to the joint American, British and French memorandum 
of December 9, 1919 (see No, 56, minute i and note 4), Hence it appears that in Gmd. 586 
the Italian memoranda of January 3 and January 10 were confused. The veritable Italian 
memorandum of January 10, 1920, is now here printed. 
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of territory between tlie sea and the railway should be allotted to the corpus separa- 
tum of Fiume until a point within half a kilometre of the village of Volosca. It is 
well understood that the railway shall remain outside of this strip of territory. The 
length of this strip is 5-I kilom. Its widest part is 700 metres; its narrowest, 200 
metres. Its medium breadth is 360 metres. Its surface is of about 200 hectares. 

It would be superfluous to prove how such a small fragment of shore could never 
constitute a menace for the Free State of Fiume. 

Naturally this solution involves the allotment to Italy of the villages of Volosca 
and Abbazia, with barely 6,000 inhabitants. 

The Italian Government insists very seriously on the Allies taking in favourable 
consideration this modification of their proposal, and a close examination of this 
modification will show that it is of secondary importance. 

But in case the Allies could absolutely not agree to the above said point of view, 
the Italian delegation submits another proposal to their approbation. 

Paragraph 2 of the memorandum of the loth September, 1919,^ containing 
‘proposals submitted by Messrs. Glemenceau and Lloyd George to President 
Wilson’ runs as follows : — 

‘2. For Fiume two solutions are suggested. First solution: The city and 
district of Fiume {corpus separatum) shall be placed under the sovereignty of 
Italy. In this hypothesis, there will be no independent State of Fiume. Jugo- 
slavia will receive all the territories comprised in this State according to the line 
of President Wilson (including the island of Gherso and excepting only Albona). 

‘On the other hand, all the territories in question that would have formed 
part of the independent State will be demilitarized permanently. 

‘Still in the same hypothesis, the port of Fiume will be handed over with all 
facilities for its development, as well as for that of the railways terminating 
there, to the League of Nations, which will make such arrangements as it may 
see fit, for the country for which this port is the outlet, as well as for the city of 
Fiume itself.’ 

This solution proposed by Messrs. Glemenceau and Lloyd George, which, on 
the other hand, had been prepared in accordance with Signor Tittoni, the Italian 
Government takes up again for its own account. 

The Italian Government asks, furthermore, for a rectification of the frontier 
in view of suppressing the salient of Senosecchia, as it cannot be admitted from the 
military point of view, seeing that it approaches the frontier to less than 20 Idiom, 
from Trieste, 

2 . 

The statute of the town and district of Fiume which was in force under the 
Hungarian regime had been approved by the Hungarian Government in 1874 in a 
temporary w'ay, and more exactly, until the moment in which the relations between 
the corpus separatum and the State would not [sic] be definitely settled by a special law. 
There was no question, therefore, of a traditional and perpetual constitution of the 
corpus separatum, ^out rather of an application (which was not completely sufficient) 
of the general guarantee recognised by Maria Theresa in 1879-^ and confirmed by 
later Flungarian laws. 

Not being Fiume now® a part of the Kingdom of Hungary, but of the free State 

3 See Vol. IV of this series. 

* In error for 1779. 

3 This should apparently read: ‘Fiume not now being’ etc. 
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(in which the Slavs form the majority of the population), it must needs obtain now 
some new guarantees in accordance with its new situation, in order to safeguard 
its nationality, which once already had been safeguarded from the Croats. 

It is evident that ail that part of the statute concerning the relations of the town 
with the Hungarian Government must be radically changed. However, it must 
be avoided that foreign elements introduce themselves amongst the population of 
Fiume, by means of the public functions which they might be called to exercise 
there. This, of course, did not happen under the old regime, because it was not in 
the Hungarians’ interest to change the ethnical character of the population, whilst 
the Slavs, on the other hand, have every interest to obtain it. 

The statute must recognise the right to use Italian as the official language in 
administrative and juridical acts as well as in the schools. 

Italian University and High Schools’ diplomas must be admitted for the teaching 
in the schools of Fiume. 

Fiume will have a special police corps. We do not think that one can seriously 
object to these modifications or such others as might be reached by common agree- 
ment. These could of course be completed by the guarantee of the Government of 
the League of Nations, but the latter cannot substitute them. Such a Government 
would have to be composed, as had been already admitted by the President of the 
United States at the time of the discussion on the constitution of the free State, by 
two Italian members, one Jugoslav representative, one inhabitant of Fiume and 
one member belonging to a free State comprised in the League of Nations. 


3 

As regards the Island of Cherso, the Italian Government wishes to point out 
that together with Lussin it forms an indispensable element of the defence of Pola. 
Furthermore, article 4 of the Treaty of London allots the Island of Cherso expressly 
to Italy. 

This allotment is not only confirmed in the annexed note but in the text of the 
article itself, which shows how much importance the signatories of that treaty laid 
on the Island of Cherso, 


5 * 

In the first place, the Italian Government wishes to declare that no plan of 
absolute domination in the Adriatic has ever entered its thoughts. Italy’s demands 
are only based on the consideration of its legitimate defence. 

I'herefore, the starting point of all settlement of the Adriatic question must 
consist in the fact of the great diversity which exists, from the military aspect, 
between the eastern and the western coast of this sea. The former is abundantly 
provided with all kinds of naval bases. The latter completely lacks them. 

Now, the settlement that the Allies have submitted to the Italian delegation 
would improve the strategical situation only in the high Adriatic, with the sub- 
stitution of Pola to Venice, but in the central and southern Adriatic the .situation 
w'ould remain as dangerous as before the war, for the possession Valona, which 
forms a good point for guarding the entrance of the Adriatic, will never be of any 
aid for the defence of the Italian coast. 

The control of the Adriatic will virtually belong to the State which holds Cattaro 
and Sebenico. It is proved by the study of technicians that an enemy fleet, issuing 

^ The numbering corresponds to that of the joint memorandum of January 9, 1919 (cf. 
No. 63, note 3). 
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from Sebenico, can easily come and bombard a town on the Italian coast opposite, 
and I'eturn to its base, before the Italian fleet at Venice or Pola could arrive in time 
to intervene, even in the case that it had received the warning at the same time of 
departure of the enemy fleet. 

In regard to the islands of the Adriatic, it is to be noted in a general way that, 
from the military point of view, they must be only considered in strict connection 
with the coast to which they belong. 

Now, the neutralisation of the islands and not of the coast would be of no 
practical advantage. These islands, in fact, situated as they are in front of a very 
cut-out coast, richly provided \\dth excellent anchorages, would never serve as a 
base for any offensive organisation, but serve very well instead to cover and mask 
the organisation of the coast. In consideration of this, it is evident that, far from 
preventing this function of the islands, the proposed neutralisation might result of 
a nature to favour it. 

It is therefore very evident that the Italian Government is induced to insist that 
the principle of neutralisation, confirmed by the Treaty of London, which has 
purely defensive aims, should be extended to the whole of the eastern coast of the 
Adriatic, from the Free State of Fiume to the mouth of the Voyussa (with the 
exception of Ragusa and Gravosa). 

The strategical reasons which, besides the ethnological and economical ones, 
had induced Italy to demand and to obtain by the Treaty of London the allotment 
of a part of Dalmatia would thus have partial satisfaction in the neutralisation of 
this coast. 

8^ 

The Allies’ memorandum proposes in No. 8 that there should be a discussion 
about the boundaries of Albania. The Italian delegation does not doubt that this 
discussion will restrain itself to the boundaries of Southern Albania, it having 
already been settled that to the north and to the east the boundaries laid down in 
1913 could bear no restrictions without rendering it impossible for the Albanian 
State to exist. 

It seems here useful to remember that in 1913 the Albanian territories of Ipek, 
Djakova and Dibra were annexed to Serbia and Montenegro. 

Paris, January 10, igso. 

No. 65 

G.M. I .] JVotes of a Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, held at the Quai 
D' Or say, Paris, on Saturday, January 10, ig20, at noond 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Lord Gurzon. 

France^ M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy '. yi. Scialoja. 

Jajfeart: M. Matsui; SECRETARY, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.'. Captain Winthrop. Great Britain: Captain 
Lothian Small. Prawcgi M. Massigli. M. Zanchi. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : The 
Paris Peace Corifsrence, igig, vo\.ix., Tg). 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned. 

Great Britain : Mr. Norman, 

France: M. Sergent, Gen. Desticker, M. de Fleuriau, M. Hermitte, 
M. Serruys. 

Italy: Gen. Cavaliero, M. Manciolli. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 

1. The Council had before it a report of January 7s 1920 by the Military 

representatives at Versailles upon modifications to the 
Conditmns of Peace clauses of the Hungarian Peace Treaty requested 

Tlilitaryamms^ Czecho-Slovak and the Jugo-Slav Delegations. 

(Appendix A) . 

General Cavallero read and commented upon the military repre- 
sentatives’ reports as well as a draft reply to those delegations prepared by 
the military representatives. 

After a short discussion, 

It was decided: 

to communicate to the Czecho-Slovak and to the Yugo-Slav Delegations 
in accordance with the recommendation of the military representatives at 
Versailles the letter, the draft of which appears in Appendix A.^ 

2. The Council had before it a report of the Commission on Roumanian and 

Jugo-Slav Affairs, dated January 9, 1920. (See Appendix 
Conditions of Peace gj 

mth Hungry, (b) Laroghe said that the report which the Council had 

gj pgcs before it was drafted in agreement with the conclusions 

arrived at by those members of the Commission who were 
present at its last sitting, but it had not been approved in a special meeting 
of the Commission. 

The British Delegation, however, had promised its approval, and he 
thought that the report was also in agreement with the views of the Italian 
and American Delegations. 

M. Laroche then read and commented upon the report in question. 

M. Gambon asked what they would do if the Hungarians refused to con- 
clude wdth the Reparations Commission the arrangement proposed by the 
Commission. 

M. Laroche replied that they would be justified in letting the Hungarian 
Delegation know that, should the Hungarians, pending the coming into 
force of the Treaty, refuse to supply coal to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, 
they would feel obliged to authorise the Serbs to prolong their occupation 
until the Treaty came into force. , 

It was decided: 

to adopt the proposals of the Commission on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav 
Affairs, made in its report of January 9, 1920, concerning the exploitation 
of the mines of Pecs and the distribution of the coal drawn from those 
mines until the coming into force of the Peace Treaty. 

® The draft was not included in the original of this appendix. 
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3- The Gouncii had before it a note from the Secretariat Genera! of the 
Economic Commission, dated January 7, 1920. (Ap- 
pettdkC).’ 

Wit utigary. (c) Sergent said that the Gouncii would recall that the 

Financial sub-clauses ^ ^ , p a«- ■, , 

British Delegation put before it the case ot Allied and 
Associated nationals who were adversely affected by measures which the 
government of Bela Kun adopted for the substitution of Hungarian ‘blue’ bank 
notes by Bolshevist ‘white’ notes, notes which, by an order of the new Hun- 
garian Government, would be accepted at only one-fifth of their value. The 
Economic Commission, to which the matter had been referred, considered 
that the losses thus borne, entered within the category of ‘exceptional war 
measures’, as defined in Article 232 of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary; 
but it thought it well to take the opinion of the Financial Commission upon 
the question. That Commission, which met that same morning, considered 
that the case was in fact covered by Section E of Paragraph i of the Appendix 
to Article 232 and that, should those nationals have difficulties on the point, 
they could submit their case to the mixed Arbitration Tribunal provided for 
in that Appendix. Under those circumstances, it seemed [un] necessary to 
insert in the Hungarian Treaty special ad hoc provisions. 

The Financial Commission had also been informed of the modifications 
which the Serbian Delegation wished to have introduced to the regulations 
concerning the liquidation of enemy property. The Serbian request had 
been already the subject of a report by the Economic Commission.® The 
Financial Commission would be unable to consider that subject until its 
meeting on the following Monday.® 

3 Not printed. This note (i) considered the question of Hungarian banknotes, as indi- 
cated below by M. Sei'gent; (ii) reported that ‘the Economic Commission has examined, 
in detail, the different British notes [not printed], relative to the liquidation carried out, 
up to the present, by the Roumanians, in the territories which are to be transferred to them, 
in execution of the Peace Treaty, as well as the report presented on this question by the 
Drafting Committee. 

‘The Economic Commission is in full accord with the Drafting Committee in esteeming 
that the Roumanian Government has no right to take such measures on her territories, as 
long as the Treaties which confer them on Roumania have not conie into force. 

‘On the other hand, the Economic Commission esteems that, after the coming into force 
of the said Treaties, Roumania may, under reserve of the clauses relating to nationalities, 
and of the Convention relating to the protection of minoi'ities, apply, on the territories 
which she will have acquired, such legislation as she may institute concerning the situation 
of foreigners. 

‘In the course of its debates, and even before taking up the elaboration of the clauses 
concerning the situation of Allied and Associated nationals in enemy territory, the Economic: 
Commission had admitted the principle of the complete liberty of each Alliecl and Associated 
Power, in the matter of the establishment of foreigners, under the following form : “Each of 
the Allied and Associated Powers shall keep its full freedom of action in the regulation of the 
conditions under which former enemy foreigners may establish themselves on its tei-ritories, 
colonies, or Dominions.” 

‘It is to be remarked, however, that the above advices, formulated by the Economic 
Commission, were expressed in the absence of the British anci American Delegates, to whom 
a copy of this text has been sent.’ '*■ Cf. No. 41, note 7. 

^ See No. 4.8, appendix H. ^ Januaiy^ 12, 1920. 
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The Commission was confronted further by a much more delicate problem. 
The Serbian Delegation asked that in the preparation of the Hungarian 
Treaty, account be taken of the fact that Croatia was not an integral part of 
Hungary but a distinct State, united to Hungary under the Grown of 
St. Stephen. From that circumstance the Serbian Delegation made a series 
' of deductions which had important consequences from the financial point of 

view. Between Hungary and Croatia there existed, the Serbians maintained, 
a financial understanding, just as one existed between the Austrian Empire 
and the Hungarian Kingdom; this last understanding had been taken into 
; • account in determining, for example, what part of the Austro-Hungarian 

; debt would have to be met by Austria and what part by Hungary. Account 

; ought therefore to be taken of the Hungarian understanding in settling the 

• allocation of enemy liabilities and assets. They had carefully examined the 

j documents supplied them, as indeed it deserved careful examination. They 

were of opinion, nevertheless, that they were not competent to decide 
whether, from the legal point of view, the Serbian proposition was just. On 
that point they would like to consult the legal advisers, all the more so, since 
the decision which would be taken might affect other parts of the Treaty. 
The question was certainly pregnant with consequences, not on account of 
the significance of the amount involved, for that indeed was very slight, but 
from the point of view of Croatian pride. The Serbian Delegation maintained 
that the Groats had always claimed that there was an independent Kingdom 
of Croatia; they could hardly then admit that the Treaty of Peace pro- 
claimed that there was not. 

M. Gambon said that the question would be adjourned until Tuesday.'^' 

It was decided; 

that there was no reason for inserting in the treaty of peace with 
Hungary a special clause concerning the losses sustained by AlHed and 
Associated nationals through the substitution by the Government of Bela 
Kun of Bolshevist ‘white’ notes for the Hungarian ‘blue’ notes in circula- 
tion, and by the decision of the new Hungarian Government to accept 
those ‘white’ notes in payment at only one-fifth of their value. Compen- 
sation for the losses that Allied and Associated nationals might have 
sustained thereby was ensured by Article 232 of the Hungarian Treaty. 

4. Lord Gurzon stated that, in company with M. de Fleuriau, he had seen 
M. Bourgeois on the preceding day, with the object of 
Fmt meeting of the deciding with him the date of the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations. They had agreed 
upon the i6th of January at half past ten. The agenda 
would be limited to the nomination of the Commission of l^he delimitation 
of the Saar. M. Bourgeois would give a short address and he would himself 
make some remarks. It was further M. Bourgeois’ intention that on the eve 
of the first meeting the representatives of the various Powers who were to sit 
on the Council, should meet at his house to decide upon the procedure to be 
followed. 

7 January 13, 1920. 

■ m 




Mr. Wallace said that if the Council ratified that decision, he would 
cable it to his Government, 

It was decided : 

(1) that the first meeting of the Council of the League of Nations would be 

held at 10.30 a.m. on the 16th of January, 1920 at the Qua! d’Orsay ; 

(2) that Mr. Wallace would inform his Government of the date fixed upon 

in order that the President of the United States might issue the 
official convocation. 

5. Lord Gurzon said that Mr. Lloyd George had just raised the serious 
question of South Russia and the Caucasus, (h.d. 125).^ The 
Caumsm Bolshevist victories had given rise to a grave military danger. 

The Versailles Council would take up that matter, but the 
problem had also a political aspect which he would like to put before the 
Council. The following were the considerations he had proposed to submit 
to the Heads of Governments : 

There were three States in the Caucasus: Georgia, Azerbaijan and Ar- 
menia. The fate of Armenia would be decided by the Peace Conference 
when it made its decision upon the Turkish problem. There remained, then, 
Georgia and Azerbaijan whose independence for the last year and a half had 
been most precarious. These countries were exposed to a threefold danger: 
in the first place they lived in dread of the conquered army of Denikin which 
might perhaps come down upon them from the North; on the other hand, 
they were exposed to the Bolshevist peril, Bolshevist troops advancing upon 
them from two sides — along the Caspian and in pursuit of Denikin’s armies ; 
finally, on the west and on the south there was the Turkish danger — already 
in Azerbaijan Enver Pasha® and his brother Joury were at work. The military 
authorities would take the steps required by the situation; but, on the other 
hand, there was a political step which the British Government was very 
anxious to see taken, and from which it anticipated happy results ; he meant 
the recognition of the ‘de facto’ Governments of Georgia and Azerbaijan. 
British troops had occupied those regions since the armistice and His 
Majesty’s Government had thus had, more than any other, the opportunity 
of manifesting its sympathy with those States. Later, they had evacuated 
those regions except Batoum; but they had consuls at Baku, Tiflis, and else- 
where, The countries he mentioned had shown a firm desire to become real 
states. Their Governments were socialist but decidedly anti-Bolshevist. 
They were living in dread of a Bolshevist invasion, at once political and 
military. They turned, therefore, towards Europe as suppliants. They asked 
the Allies to accord their support; to recognise their ‘de facto’ Governments 
would be equivalent to according them support. That was how they had 
acted towards the Baltic States. 

® No. 54 (minute 3). 

5 Enver Pasha, the former leader of the Young Turlcs and Turkish Minister of War, had 
at the end of the First World War fled to Germany whence he proceeded to Azerbaijan 
by way of Russia, His activities in the Caucasus were somewhat involved but he retained his 
earlier Pan-Turanian orientation, 

796 



i M. Berthelot said that he had already discussed this subject with Lord 

Curzon in London. He had given M. Clemenceau an account of that con- 
! versation and he knew that he was willing to accord that ‘de facto’ recogni- 

tion subject to the resei’ve that the recognition of Georgia and Azerbaijan in 
i no wise prejudiced the future frontiers of Armenia. 

1 Lord Curzon said that he agreed with him on that point. 

M. SciALojA said that he was equally inclined to grant that ‘de facto’ 
recognition on the same conditions as for the Baltic States. 

M. Matsui remarked that, on a question of that nature, he would have to 
ask for instructions from his Government. 

I Mr. Wallace said that he was in the same situation, 

i M. Berthelot added that the Powers who were already disposed to 

recognise those "de facto’ Governments would take such a step together, 
i It was decided: 

that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should together recog- 
nise the Governments of Georgia and Azerbaijan as ‘de facto’ Govern- 
ments, subject to the reserve that the representatives of the United States 
and Japan would request instructions from their Governments on the 
question. 

6. M. Berthelot said that he had received from M. Adatci a letter in which 
he asked to be informed of the day on which the Commission 
W^lhdm 7l^ appointed to examine the question of handing over Wilhelm II 
would meet. That problem would arise immediately: they 
were awaiting British proposals. 

Lord Curzon asked whether he meant that the British Government should 
lay a special proposition before the Council. 

M. Berthelot said that he merely wished to know whether the Com- 
mission that had met the preceding day under the Presidency of the Lord 
Chancellor was to examine the question. 

Lord Curzon said he did not think so. That Commission was concerned 
only with reducing the list of criminals whose surrender was to be demanded 
from the Germans, for the reason that it would be easier to obtain the sur- 
render of 500 of these, than 1,000. 

' M. Scialoja stated that a special commission was indeed useless: the 

Treaty itself stipulated that the surrender of William II be demanded. It 
was merely a matter of finding the formula in w'^hich the demand should be 
made. The formula should be as legal as possible. The task of drafting it 
should be left to the Drafting Committee. 

[ M. Berthelot said that he would like simply to put -sthe following 

question: the Peace Treaty provided for the handing over of William II to 
the Allies. Were they going to ask for it? In what form and at what moment? 

M. Cambon remarked that it would appear that it was for the President 
of the Conference to formulate that demand, it was for him therefore to 
instruct the legal experts with drafting it and consequently it would be 
sufficient for them to refer it to the Drafting Committee. 
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M. Matsui said that M. Adatci’s question had been called by a sentence 
of Mr. Lloyd George uttered on the previous day. He had understood that 
the Commission over which the Lord Chancellor presided would also deal 
with the question of the surrender of William II. They were not interested 
in the handing over of criminals but only in the surrender of William IL 
It wa.s decided : 

to ask the Drafting Committee to submit to the Council at its next 
meeting a draft note asking the Dutch Government to hand over the ex- 
German Emperor. 

The meeting then adjourned. 


Appendix A to No. 65 

Report concerning the Modifications to the Military Clauses of the Peace Treaty with 
Hungary requested by the Czechoslovak and JugoSlav Delegations. 
Superior War Council 

Military Representatives. 

PARIS, January 7, igso. 

The Gzecho-Slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations, by I'espective letters dated 
December 20, 1919, and December 27, 1919, requested the Supreme Council to 
authorise a certain number of additions to the Military Clauses of the Peace 
Treaty with Hungary (Glauses adopted by the Supreme Council during the 
Session of August 20, 1919).^° 

After having confirmed that the two requests were identical in their draft, and 
after examination of the said requests. 

The Military Representatives decided: 

(i) Concerning the first addition demanded: namely insertion in Article 120 
of the Peace Treaty with Austria (as alinea 2) : ‘The military forces of Hungary 
shall be limited to two divisions of infantry and one division of cavalry.* 

— that the total strength of the Hungarian forces authorized (35,000 men) and 
the limit of the maximum and minimum strength of each full unit, as im- 
posed by the Military Clauses of the Treaty (Table 4), prohibit Hungary 
from mobilising more than three divisions of infantry and one division of 
cavalry, of minimum strength; 

— that Hungary’s obligation to group her forces in twn divisions of infantry and 
one division of cavalry, whose strength might be more important, would not 
constitute a decrease in her military power; 

— and that, consequently, it will be unnecessary to change the method of limi- 
tation as applied to Austria and Bulgaria.” 

See Vol. I, No. 38, minute 5. 

“ Note in original: ‘The French Military Representative esteems that it would be 
advisable to clearly specify that Hungary is forbidden to organize the military forces 
accorded her by the Peace Treaty, into Mixed Brigades, as such organizations arc 
particularly adaptable to rapid mobilization by transferring the Mixed Brigades into as 
many Infantry Divisions.’ . 
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(a) Concerning the second addition demanded, namely : 

Insertion in Article 122 (as alinea 2) of the following paragraph: 

‘The Hungarian General Staff and all other military formations will be dis- 
solved and may not be reconstituted in any form.’ (Similar to Article i6o of the 
Treaty with Germany) ; 

— that Article 1 05 of the Military Glauses (corresponding with Article 1 2 1 of the 
Peace Treaty with Austria) prohibits any organization involving ‘the com- 
manding of troops or preparation for war’, other than those prescribed in the 
annexed Tables; 

— that these Tables indicate no Staff or organ superior to the Infantry Division 
or Cavalry Division Staffs; 

— that the maintenance of the Hungarian General Staff or even of any Staff of 
a Corps d’Armee or the grouping of the Divisions is clearly prohibited. 

(3) Concerning the third addition demanded, namely: 

Insertion in Article 120 (as the last two alineas) of the following paragraphs: 
‘The Hungarian troops are to be quartered on the territory in their Peace garri- 
sons and are not to be assembled in proximity to the frontiers.’ ‘During a period 
of five years after the entry into force of the present Treaty, no Magyar garrisons 
are to be installed within a distance of 10 kilometres from the Gzecho-Slovak and 
Jugo-Slav frontiers; and that, within a zone 50 kilometres deep from the Czecho- 
slovak and Jugo-Slav frontiers no concentration of more than one quarter of the 
Hungarian forces will be allowed’. 

— that Article 104, last alinea, (corresponding with 120 of the Peace Treaty with 
Austria) stipulates that: ‘the Hungarian army is to be exclusively employed 
in the maintenance of order throughout the territory, and in the police of the 
frontiers.’ 

— that it is to the interest of the boundary states that the Hungarian Government 
be in a position to maintain order; 

— that, for this purpose, military intervention may be necessary within 10 kilo- 
metres from the frontier; 

— that the greater part of the Hungarian cities (inclusive of the capital) are 
located within 50 kilometi’es from the frontier and that the maintenance of 
order in these important centres may necessitate the concentration of more 
than one quarter of the Hungarian forces, that is, 9,000 men; 

— that the servitude imposed on Hungary in favour of the Czecho-Slovak and 
Jugo-Slav States should be imposed under the same conditions in favour of 
the Roumanian and Austrian States, which in view of the relatively small 
extent of the Hungarian State, would render any movement of Hungarian 
troops almost impossible. 

(4) Concerning the 4th addition demanded, namely: 

‘Insertion in Article 128 (as alinea 2) of the following paragraph; ‘No military 
organisation outside of the army (Preparation Societies, Police forces, Local 
Guards, etc.) will be allowed.’ 

— 'that the Peace Treaty authorizes Hungary to maintain police forces, on tlie 
condition that they do not exceed the strength for similar service in 1913, 
within the boundaries of Hungary such as they are determined by the Peace 
Treaty. 

— that Article 112 of the Military Glauses with Hungary (corresponding with 

799 


Article 128 of the Peace Treaty with Austria) prohibits the maintenance of 
any society having any interest, even incidental, in military questions 
— that, in consequence, the said clause prohibits any military organisatio* 
side of the Army, and renders the addition proposed unnecessarv 

(5) Concerning the 5th addition demanded, namely : 

Insertion in Article 128 (as aliena 3) of the following paragraph: ‘Hungarian 
nationals shall not take part in any military exercise or study within boimd 
territory.’ 

— that this clause would be without real value unless it were aonP hi 
frontier zone of a depth of at least 50 kilometres. " ^ ^ 

A zone of this depth in Hungary cannot be considered on account of the 
geographical situation of the country and the extensive area which it would 
include. A less extensive zone would offer no guarantee to the boundar ' states 
—that, moreover, such an interdiction would prevent Hungary from ImdHnff 
the eventual defence of her territory. ^ ^ 

(6) Concerning the 6th addition demanded, that is to say; 

Insertion after Article 128 of the Peace Treaty with Hungary of an Art’ 1 
corresponding to Article 180 of the Treaty with Germany, whfch \vould L dVawn 
up as follows: 

‘All fortified works, fortresses and field works, situated in Hungarian territorv 
at a distance of 50 kilometres from the Czecho-Slovak or Jugo-Slav frontier shnll 
be disarmed and dismantled.’ 

— that the construction of any new fortification, whatever its nature or i 
portance, is prohibited within the zone determined in alin^-i r ^ 

Article. • ^^mea i oi the present 

— that no permanent modern fortified works exist at the present time in this 

— that the servitude to be imposed upon Hungary, at the reon^-ct i 

Slovak and Jugo-Slav DeleWons may be LLd, for Z tame ta^nT bv 
the Roumanian and Austrian Governments. ’ ^ 

—that there seems no justifiable reason for prohibiting Hungary to organize the 
defence of her frontiers. y 10 organize the 

(7) Concerning the 7th addition demanded, that is to say; 

Insertion in Article 136 (last alinea) of the following paragraoh ‘Tl 

ships of the Hungarian Danube Fleet {or of the Hungarian DanZ PolketXll 
not navigate in that part of the Danube which forms the frontier k f 
gary and Gzecho-Slovakia, (or the Kingdom of the S.C.S.).’ ’ ^ 

—that it is in the interest of the boundary states to allow HunD-^rt’-a, n 

[the] possibility of maintaining order. «™ganan Government 

—that to this effect an intervention by the armed ships of th - M 

Danube Police, may be necessary in the frontier district itself. ^ unganan 

—that, besides, the Peace Treaty only grants to Plungary, the rio-hi 1 . *t, 
scouting Hunches, for the Danube Police Service. ^ ^ 

Consequently^ the Military Representatives esteern : 

That there is no reason to take into consideration the demar.r1« j , 

Czecho-Slovak and Jugo-Slav Delegations, and that consequendv T 
visable to make any modification in the military clauses approver? Z 

Council on August 20th. : ; . by the Supreme 

800 



Reservation of the American Military Representative. 

Colonel T. Bentley Mott, as Representative of the United States of America, 
specified that he is not qualified to take any decisions in the name of the American 
Peace Delegation, or to make any agreement in the name of his Government — 
although he will take part in the debate, and give his opinion concerning the 
military questions which might be raised. 

Colonel Mott called attention to the fact that, when Mr, Polk left Paris, the 
Treaty with Hungary was complete and ready to be presented to the Hungarians, 
and Mr. Polk signed the Treaty, in the name of the United States. That is why 
any modifications in this Treaty should be submitted to Washington, because 
nobody in Paris at present is authorised to accept and sign, in the name of the 
United States, any modifications which may be made. 


The French 

The British 

The Italian 

The American 

Mil. Rep. 

Mil. Rep. 

Mil. Rep. 

Mil. Rep. 

Destigker 

Sagkville-West 

Cavallero 

Bentley Mott 

The Japanese 
Mil. Rep. 




Watanahi. 





Appendix B to No, 65 


Report addressed to the Supreme Council by the Commission on Roumanian and Yugo- 
slav Affairs 


PARIS, January g, ig 20 . 

I. Provision of the Treaty covering the exploitation of the Pecs Mines 
During its Session of December 5, 1919, the Supreme Council, upon a proposal 
submitted by the Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Aifairs and the 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission, decided’^ to add to 
Paragraph i. Annex 5, Section [I], Part VIII of the Treaty with Plungary, the 
following phrase; 

‘Hungary grants, furthermore, to the Allied and Associated Powers, as partial 
reparation, an option on the annual delivery, for a period of five years to follow 
the entry into force of the Treaty, of an amount of traction coal to be taken from 
the Pecs Mines, This amount will be periodically fixed by the Reparations Com- 
mission and will be disposed of in favour of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State, under 
conditions to be established by the Reparations Commission.’ 


II. Demand of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation 
In a Note dated December 22, 1919, the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation re- 
quested that the Paragraph above referred to be completed, by sdpulating; 

{a) that the amount distributed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State by the Repara- 
tions Commission be not less than 60% of the total production; 

{b) that special organizations, appointed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, 
be entrusted with the execution of the decisions of the Reparations Com- 
mission; 

See No. 36, minute 6. 
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(c) that, until the entry into force of the Peace Treaty, the exploitation of the 
Pecs Mines remain under the control of the military authorities of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom. 

III. Opinion of the Commission 

The Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs, after having heard the 
experts on reparations and coal matters, esteems that the two first proposals of 
the S-G-S Delegation would infringe on the prerogatives of the Reparations Com- 
mission, and would interfere with its action which, to be effective, must be freely 
exercised. Concerning the thii'd proposal, tending to effect tlie insertion of a 
stipulation in the Treaty, establishing a regime before the entry into force of the 
same Treaty, the Commission is of the opinion that it is inadmissible, and is in 
favour of a rejection of the S-G-S demand. 

However the Commission fears that in the absence of formal engagements 
Hungary may refuse to supply the Serb-Croat-Slovene State with any coal from 
the Pecs Mines, before the entry into force of the Treaty, and that the S-G-S State, 
in order to provide against the serious inconveniences which such action would 
cause in the operation of her railways, might attempt to postpone the evacuation 
of the mines despite the orders of the Supreme Council. 

IV. Proposals of the Commission 

Consequently the Commission has the honour to submit the following proposals 
to the Supreme Council : 

1 . As soon as the credentials and powers of the Hungarian Delegation shall have 
been verified, the Reparations Commission of the Treaty of Versailles, acting as 
Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission provided for in the 
Treaty with Hungary, shall negotiate and conclude with the Hungarian Delega- 
tion an Arrangement established on the following basis : 

{a) Hungary agrees to furnish from the present time until the entry into force 
of the Treaty, to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission, a certain quantity of traction coal to be taken from the Pecs 
Mines. This coal will be disposed of in favour of the Serb-Ci'oat-Slovene 
State, under conditions to be established by the Oi'ganization Committee 
of the Reparations Commission. 

(b) The Arrangement to be assumed by Hungary will determine, in pei’centage, 
the proportion due the S-C-S State by Hungary from the total monthly 
production of traction coal fi’om the Pecs Mines. In determining this 
percentage, account will be taken of the average distribution, in 1913, 
of this same coal to the territories now attached to each of the two States 
by virtue of the Peace conditions. 

(r) Payment for the coal will be effected according to compensation methods 
which will be determined by the Organization Committee of the Repara- 
tions Commission. 

{d) The Arrjp.ngement will come to an end upon the entry into force of the 
Treaty. 

2. Immediately after the conclusion of the Arrangement, the Supreme Council 
will renew the injunction already addressed to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment on November 7, 1919, to the eflfect that all Hungarian territory situated 
beyond the boundaries assigned the S-G-S State, within which territory is l>/c] 
located the Pecs Mines, must be evacuated. 
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No. 66 


i.c.p. 1 1 .] Motes taken by the Secretary during a Meeting held in M. Pichon^s 
Office at the Quai d' Or say on January lo^ 1920, at 4.90 pm. 

Present : British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister. 

France: M. Glemenceau. 

Italy: Signor Nitti. 

Secretariat; British Empire: Sir M. Hankey. France: M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Percin. Italy: Signor Trombetti. 

MM. Pcisitch, Trumbitch, Zolger and Radovitch, delegates of the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State, were introduced. 

M. Glemenceau (addressing M. Trumbitch) said that he would ask him 
to explain to the Council the Serbian point of view regarding the question of 
the Adriatic and that of Albania. 

M. Trumbitch; I will begin by a general remark. The object at which 
we are aiming in the settlement of the Adriatic question is the establishment 
of a sure and stable basis for a lasting peace. We wish to arrive at those 
economic agreements with Italy which will constitute the best foundations 
for peace. That is the entirely peaceful object which we propose in the first 
instance to attain. 

In order to arrive at a durable agreement we are ready to make consider- 
able territorial sacrifices, involving the surrender, not only of isolated groups 
of the Slav population, but also of compact masses of our nationals. We are 
willing to sign an arrangement which would give Italy the Gulf of Trieste and 
the larger part of Istria with its hinterland. 

A frontier line following the course of the Arsa would be excellent from the 
geographical and strategical point of view. It would, it is true, leave a com- 
pact mass of 400,000 Slavs within the Italian frontier. If one leaves out of 
account Gorizia, Trieste and a few coastal towns which show an Italian 
majority, the whole country between Trieste and Tarvis is entirely Slav. 
In order to ensure a lasting peace we are, nevertheless, ready to accept an 
arrangement on these lines, notwithstanding the considerable sacrifices 
which it would entail for us. 

But it is necessary that this numerous Slav population which would be left 
in Italy should receive guarantees enabling it to pursue its national existence 
and its economic development in any direction which it may desire. While 
being good and loyal subjects of Italy, the Slav inhabitants of these regions 
have indeed the clear right to develop in cultural and economic matters in 
conformity with their ethnical desires. * 

Why do we consent to these important sacrifices? Our reason, as I have 
said, is, in the first place, to ensure peace, but we have also another and still 
more worthy object. It is necessary that we should come to an understanding 
with Italy in order that we may constitute, together with her, a barrier 
against the common danger which threatens us : the Germanic pressure from 
the north. The admirable resistance offered to Germanisation by the 
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Slovenes, a race which is highly developed and far advanced in civilisation, 
has alone prevented the success of the German plan, which consisted in 
driving Germanic infiltration as far as Trieste and the Adriatic. But Ger- 
manism is not laying down its arms, and if it succeeded at any time in gaining 
Trieste it would no longer be either the Italians or the Slavs who would be 
masters of the Adriatic, but the Germans. The German is a redoubtable 
enemy against whom it is to a common interest of the Slavs and the Italians 
to form a firm front in mutual agreement. A frontier between us and Italy 
passing through the Julian Alps would form an excellent bulwark against the 
German thrust. 

The chain of the Karawanken, which separates Garinthia from Garniola, 
constitutes a powerful rampart against Germanism, which we shall succeed 
in defending, if Italy and Jugoslavia remain united against the common 
danger from the north. It is in order to attain this object, which is of such 
primary importance, that we are willing to make the considerable concession 
to Italy that I have mentioned. 

But after such heavy sacrifices no one can reasonably demand that we 
should make any others. To go any farther would not be to serve the cause 
of our good relations with Italy, it would, on the contrary, create a constant 
danger of conflict between Italy and Jugoslavia, and sow threatening seeds 
of discord on the Adriatic coast instead of that friendship which we desire 
to cultivate with our Italian neighbours. 

We require a good geographical frontier, and the chain of the Julian Alps 
constitutes an excellent strategical frontier between the two States. 

As regards Istria, the little River Arsa has a history which dates back to 
the Roman and Venetian periods; for eighteen centuries past it has formed 
the frontier of Istria, which has never overstepped this boundary. That is a 
very interesting historical fact, for this river, with its canal, which gives access 
to the sea and is occasionally marshy, is the only natural frontier existing in 
Istria. 

There is another important point, it is that this river has two watersheds, 
that of Pola to the west, and that of Rieka (Fiume) to the east. 

The western part gravitates towards the Gulf of Trieste, and the eastern 
part towards the Gulf of Fiume. This decisive geographical consideration 
has historically always determined the establishment of the administrative 
frontier of Istria. 

The eastern and western coasts belong to two entirely separate economic 
and national watersheds. The eastern coast with its islands — with all its 
islands — forms a geographical and ethnical unit; it is in some sort the western 
frontier of the Balkan Peninsula; it is the coast line of the whole of Jugoslavia, 
of the national Jugoslavia, the political Jugoslavia of to-day. One cannot 
separate the islands from the coast; any separation of any of the islands would 
be unnatural and contrary to the political interests, not only of Jugoslavia, 
but even, I believe, of Italy. 

From the ethnical point of view, on the eastern coast, near the Arsa, there 
is no Italian population, there are groups of Italians, of which the principal 
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are at Fiume and Zara; on the other hand, 25,000 Italians are scattered along 
the coast and throughout the islands. 

Seeing that there is a larger agglomeration of Italians at Fiume and Zara, 
I am going to lay most stress upon those two towns. 

Bearing in mind the ethnical conditions, we claim the whole coast, with 
the islands, starting from the Arsa, but we are willing to discuss the status that 
may be given to Fiume and Zara, seeing that in those towns there is an 
Italian population which in Fiume, according to pre-war statistics, consti- 
tutes half of the total inhabitants, namely, 25,000 out of 50,000, and in Zara 
9,000 out of 12,000, or about three-quarters. These figures are, moreover, 
not unfavourable to the Italians, because the statistics were compiled by the 
municipal authorities, that is to say, at Fiume by the Italians and the Hun- 
garians who were in power, and at Zara by the Italians, who were also in 
power in the commune. There is therefore no reason to dispute the authen- 
ticity of these statistics as far as the Italians are concerned. 

I think, however, that I may maintain with every show of reason that the 
mere fact of the existence at Fiume and Zara of an Italian agglomeration is 
absolutely insufficient to give the majority of the population of those two 
towns the right to dispose of the sovereignty of the surrounding country ; the 
latter must submit to the destiny of the whole region in which are situated the 
two towns, the status of which, as I have already said, we are willing to 
discuss. As regards the town of Fiume, everything concerning the interests 
of the town might be incorporated in a municipal statute. The same may 
be said as regards Zara; but I repeat that the sovereignty over either town 
cannot be separated from the sovereignty of the country of which it forms part. 

From the economic point of view Fiume constitutes the sole commercial 
outlet to the sea which we now possess. All those who are acquainted with 
the formation of the eastern coast of the Adriatic know that there are enor- 
mous technical difficulties connected with the construction of a commercial 
railway linking the hinterland with any port on the Eastern Adriatic, with 
the exception of Fiume. Fiume is primarily the commercial outlet of Croatia- 
Slavonia, Voivodina and of the Slovene countries which are included within 
our frontiers. From the economic point of view this is a reason of first-class 
importance which militates in favour of the retention of Fiume by Jugoslavia. 

The importance of the considerations of an ethnical nature is not the same 
from the point of view of sovereignty, as from the local point of view. I may 
add that Fiume, which was originally called Rieka, a name which was given 
to the town by the Slav population, retained a Slav majority until 1900, 
according to the statistics compiled by the municipality; it was only about 
1910, the date of the last statistics, that the number of Italians became some- 
what larger than that of the Slavs. ^ 

This change is explained by the fact that for about fifty years past Fiume 
has been becoming an important commercial centre, a point of attraction to 
traders and workmen, and the Magyar rulers, finding it impossible to carry 
on the administration of the town with the Magyar language, which is quite 
unknown in Flume, made use of the Italian language in their struggle against 
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the Groats, who did not wish to allow Hungary finally to wrest Fiume from 
Croatia. It is for this reason that it cannot be said that Fiume is an Italian 
town. It is a mixed town from the national and linguistic points of view. 
Italian is spoken in commercial and maritime circles, but Groat is the 
principal language, and some of the inhabitants, who, however, are not 
numerous, speak Hungarian or German. 

To sum up, I may say that Fiume ought, from the political point of view, 
to share the fate of the region to which it belongs geographically. Any differ- 
ent solution would be contrary to the nature of things which one cannot 
violate with impunity. 

The corpus separatum of Fiume has been mentioned ; I should like to say a 
few words on the subject. This has never been a political, but rather an 
administrative conception. 

Under the reign of Maria Theresa, the Hungarians, who coveted Fiume 
in order to have a commercial outlet into the Adriatic, succeeded in having 
Fiume constituted a corpus separatum by a decree of that Empress, the corpus, 
according to the statute, enjoying only a local administrative autonomy, 
which has subsisted, with changes, until the present day. But Fiume has 
never had any independent political life; it has never had any right of self- 
determination ; Fiume always belonged to Groatia and through that channel 
to the Grown of Saint Stephen. 

In 1866, when the Austro-Hungarian Gompromise was concluded, Hun- 
gary made an agreement with Groatia, for Groatia has never been a Magyar 
province, but rather a State associated with the Grown of St. Stephen; there 
was an association of States under the Grown of St. Stephen, and Fiume 
belonged to Croatia. 

The original text of the compromise between Hungary and Croatia, 
drawn up by the two Assemblies, said that the two parties had not arrived at 
an agreement on the question of Fiume because Groatia demanded the 
incorporation of that town with Croatia, whilst Hungary had raised a claim 
to it; a text was therefore drawn up asserting that the agreement had not 
been concluded. Now, over this text, which was sanctioned and signed by 
the Emperor, the Magyars caused to be pasted a document according to 
which Fiume was directly united to the Grown of St. Stephen, without the 
intermediary of Groatia. 

A great deal has been said of the right of self-determination of Fiume. W e 
have already had an opportunity, and the honour of explaining to the 
Supreme Council our conception of the principle of free self-determination ; 
we have recommended it as the best and most just means of resolving the 
differences between Italy and ourselves, and we still propose it to-day; we 
have set it forth in a memorandum which we had the honour to submit to 
the conference and to which we still adhere. We believe that the will of the 
country in question constitutes the most certain basis for llie establishment 
of the best frontier and the best relations between the two countries. In other 
words, our suggestion is to submit to the popular vote all the territories dis- 
puted between us or claimed by both States ; the result of this reference to the 
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people will afford a most happy solution. It is, in fact, not a question of an 
ignorant population with no political sense and not having arrived at a 
sufficient degree of development; it is a question of a population, whether 
Italian or Slav, which is fully developed, having attained a high degree of 
civilisation, which knows what is meant by the right of free self-determination 
and would be quite able to vote according to its aspirations. 

But if the principle of free self-determination is admitted, it must be ad- 
mitted without restriction; one cannot at one and the same time refuse the 
plebiscite to hundreds of thousands of men and admit the principle of free 
self-determination in the case of a small agglomeration which differs from the 
country as a whole in its language and nationality. 

Moreover, one must dispute the right of the population of Fiume to dispose 
of such an important point as that town, which includes not only the city, 
but also the port with the railway, of which it forms the terminus ; that is to 
say, the commercial outlet for at least 20 million inhabitants. 

Now, the port and the railway were not constructed by the inhabitants of 
Fiume, far less by those of to-day than by those of former times, because a 
large number have immigrated recently, as may be seen from the statistics. 
Therefore the population of Fiume, who did not create the port nor incur the 
necessary expenditure, cannot dispose of the ‘lungs’ of 20 million inhabitants 
— from the commercial point of view. The modern port, I repeat, was con- 
structed by the countries of the Grown of St. Stephen, that is to say, by the 
Hungary of to-day, by Croatia-Slavonia, by the Voivodina, and by all the 
provinces now detached from the former Hungary and united to Czecho- 
slovakia and to Jugoslavia. The port therefore belongs to the population of 
these provinces and not to that of Fiume. 

That which may be admitted to belong to that population is the right of 
free self-administration. We are ready to give Fiume a local autonomy w'hich 
will satisfy this legitimate desire. 

As regards international traffic, it is therefore of primary necessity that 
guarantees should be given to the populations which gravitate towards 
Fiume, in other words, to Hungary; with the exception of Fiume there is no 
other port on the Croatian coast capable of being used for commerce, for it 
is almost impossible, and in any case very difficult, to construct a railway 
capable of serving as a commercial line. On the Dalmatian coast the existing 
railways, which are connected with Bosnia-Herzegovina, are local railways 
which can never acquire any considerable commercial importance likely to 
interest the whole country; they will always remain lines of local interest, 
such as that terminating at Sebenico, part of which is of narrow gauge, and 
that running from Mostar down towards the Narenta, ancther branch of 
which runs to Graveza and Gattaro. 

This is a narrow gauge Hne, constructed for strategical reasons and which 
serves the local trade, nothing else. 

It must therefore be concluded that Fiume is to-day, and may, perhaps, 
for ever be, the only outlet of our State on the Croatian and Dalmatian 
coasts. 
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As regards Zara, there has been some talk of creating a free city, a political 
organisation of such a kind that the town would be politically detached from 
our country. 

We cannot agree to such an arrangement, which would in the first place 
be the ruin of Zara, and would, moreover, constitute a prejudice to us. 

Zara is a little town, the centre of a political commune which, according to 
the last statistics that I possess, those of the year 1900, had 33,000 inhabitants 
of whom 22,000 were Jugoslavs. 

These statistics were compiled by the Office of the Mayor of Zara, M. 
Ziliotti, who is still in office at the present date and is a well-known Italian. 
These statistics cannot therefore be suspected of having been compiled in 
favour of the Jugoslavs, and consequently the number of Jugoslavs mentioned 
therein must be beyond dispute. 

There are said to be 9,234 Italians, a few Germans and others of various 
nationalities, numbering altogether about 1,500. Such is the population of 
the Commune of Zara. 

This place of, I believe, 12,000 inhabitants was constructed in the Middle 
Ages on a small peninsula which then constituted a very important strategical 
point on the Adriatic Sea. At the present date the only fortifications it 
retains are its ancient Venetian bastions. 

Zara has no economic resources of its own. It lives not only on those of the 
surrounding territory, but on those of the whole of Dalmatia. 

It is the official capital of Dalmatia, the centre of all the administrative 
services ; at Zara are to be found the Governor, and the educational, financial, 
political, ecclesiastical and military services; it is a town of employees and 
public officials. 

If Zara is detached from our State, it is certain that all the public offices 
which constitute the principal economic resource of Zara will emigrate. 

All the modern buildings which make a very good impression when one 
arrives in this town by boat have been constructed with funds from the whole 
of Dalmatia, by means of loans advanced to the owners by the Credit Foncier 
Dalmate, the head office of which is in the town, as are those of other pro- 
vincial institutions. 

We arrive therefore at the conclusion that if Zara is detached from Dal- 
matia, that is to say, from our State, this little town will fall into economic 
ruin; it will no longer exist; its buildings will be empty, and there will be no 
more population, since only public officials live there. In fact, if a stranger 
arrives at Zara before 10 o’clock he will see numbers of persons walking on 
the finely constructed quay, but after 10 o’clock, when the employees are in 
their offices, the town is dead, the quays and the little streets with their 
Venetian appearance — -for the town was for a long time under Venetian 
domination — are deserted, and the town appears uninhabited. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Is there any other town in Dalmatia which might 
become the administrative capital in the event of Zara being detached from 
Dalmatia? 

M. Trumbitgh: Yes, and better situated than Zara. I say so frankly, for 
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I must tell you the actual truth; it is Spalato. Spalato is situated in the centre 
of Dalmatia and in the heart of that country from the geographical and 
economic point of view. But Zara has always been the capital of Dalmatia — 
during the epoch of the Groat State; you know that Croatia has been an 
independent State for several centuries and that its frontier was the Narenta; 
under the domination of Venice and under the Austrian domination it was 
the same thing, because this town, which was already a capital, had forti- 
fications, 

Mr. Lloyd George: So that if Zara ceased to form part of Dalmatia, 
Spalato would quite naturally become the capital of Dalmatia and Zara 
would decline. 

M. Trumbitch; That is so. 

I have replied to Mr. Lloyd George’s question from the point of view of the 
geographical situation; but from the ethnical or administrative point of view 
it would be a great pity to remove the capital, because at Zara there are all 
the necessary buildings, because all the offices are very well housed, because 
it is a historic town, while at Spalato it would be necessary to construct all the 
necessary buildings. To do that would require time and money, and one 
would thus end in ruining the town and imposing unnecessary expenditure 
on the State. 

There is another military consideration in favour of the maintenance of 
Zara as the capital, namely, that the population there is very calm, seeing 
that it is composed almost exclusively of officials and employees. Spalato, 
on the contrary, is a little town which is developing very well at the present 
day, because it is at the centre of the political life of Dalmatia and of ail that 
concerns the national movement, at the head of which it was during the 
Balkan war; it feted the Serbian victory, it was persecuted by Austria and all 
that happened there is well known in Europe. 

Spalato, as a centre of national effervescence, is therefore less to be recom- 
mended than quiet Zara as the administrative capital, Zara, where one can 
work in peace at the administration of the province. Although I am myself 
a native of Spalato, I should not wish, for the reason which I mention, to 
see it become the capital of Dalmatia. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Would the same objection exist if Zara, instead of 
becoming an independent town, merely became autonomous under Dal- 
matian (Jugoslav) sovereignty, as a. corpus separatuml In other words, would 
Zara as a corpus separatum be necessarily deprived of the advantages it now 
enjoys as administrative capital? 

M. Trumbitch: No, it would not be deprived of them, because, as the town 
would remain under Jugoslav sovereignty, all offices conceTned in the ad- 
ministration of the province would remain at Zara, 

Mr, Lloyd George: Even if the inhabitants were entitled to self-govern- 
ment in municipal affairs? 

M. Trumbitch: In municipal affairs, most certainly. 

Mr. Lloyd George: It would be the same kind of constitution as that 
granted to Fiume by Maria Theresa ? 
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M. Trumbitgh: It would be an autonomous local administration. Every- 
thing concerning the town and everything concerning local interests could 
come under the autonomy. The population of Zara would be entitled to 
self-government; it would furthermore retain its present economic position, 
as it would be an integral part of our territory. 

In this connection, I beg to put forward a small map showing the territory 
of the Commune of Zara. 

Mr. Lloyd George: The municipal autonomy to be provided for in the 
treaty should be guaranteed, under the authority of the League of Nations. 

M. Trumbitgh: Just as in the treaty for the protection of minorities, there 
would be clauses guaranteeing the local autonomy of Zara under Jugoslav 
sovereignty, and Jugoslavia would be bound to respect such clauses. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Do you think that, under these conditions, Zara 
would continue to be the administrative centre of Dalmatia? 

M. Trumbitgh: Yes. That is all I have to say concerning Zara from the 
economic point of view. From the national point of view I wished to speak of 
the present state of the schools, but this would not appear to be necessary. 
I could, however, give an explanation if required, seeing that, under the 
Italian occupation, there are now more Slav than Italian children in the 
schools of this town. 

M. Glemengeau: How do you explain this? 

M. Trumbitgh: It is in accordance with the general state of affairs, the 
origin of which is as follows. When Austria had to cede Lombardy and 
Venetia to Italy in 1856* and 1866, a great many Italian officials emigrated 
from these two provinces and followed Austria’s fortunes. There were some 
very good men among them, especially among the judiciary. 

Justice was very well administered in Austrian Italy. There were some 
excellent and well-known jurists, who were Italians occupying the highest 
judicial positions in contemporary Austria. When the Austrian Administra- 
tion withdrew, a very large number of those officials did likewise and settled 
down in the Austrian coast pro\dnces, i.e., on the Adriatic. All these regions, 
with the exception of certain localities on the coast, are Slav. 

There were, however, no official cadres for administrative departments. 
As the Italian language was generally understood by educated people, the 
Austrians introduced it as the official language for administrative purposes. 

I was born at Spalato and there completed my education in Italian at the 
local lycee in 1882, that language being spoken in all the schools, although my 
fellow-scholars were mostly Slavs. 

Austria did not then fear Italy, and never dreamt that the latter would lay- 
claim to the E^Estern coast of the Adriatic, but she already feared Slavism. 
Serbia was beginning to develop her programme of national claims, and 
Austria knew very well that the Jugoslav territories included all the southern 
part of the Monarchy. 

For political and practical reasons, therefore, Austria governed the entire 
coast as though it were Italian territory. 
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Zara thus became a bureaucratic and an Italian-speaking centre, as all its 
officials used the Italian language. This caused a concentration of the Italian 
language in that town. 

The position became altered by reason of the development of the Slav 
national movement, which spread very greatly in Dalmatia. Slav schools and 
lycks were opened, and we had a university at Agram, where a great many 
Dalmatians who knew the literary language well went to complete their 
studies. The Slavs then asked the Central Government to put an end to this 
abnormal state of affairs of a Slav country governed in Italian. 

In 1912, the Dalmatian Slavs and Italians arranged a compromise which 
was accepted by the Vienna Government, according to which the Slav 
language was restored as official language for administrative purposes. The 
Italian language was retained, all inhabitants desirous of so doing being 
allowed to use it officially, and to have legal documents, &c,, drawn up in 
Italian. The question was settled in this manner, and that is why Zara will 
become completely Slav in a couple of generations. 

I terminate my remarks on this point by saying that Dalmatia is absolutely 
Slav territory, with a highly developed sense of nationalism, that it is an 
integral part of Jugoslavia, and that it ought to belong to us with all its 
islands, which are entirely Slav. 

Mr. Lloyd George: You know what line President Wilson proposed as 
boundary for an independent State of Fiume? How would you describe the 
population living within this line? Is it Slovene or Croatian? 

M. Trumbitch : About 90 per cent, is Slovene. 

Mr. Lloyd George: What is the difference between Groats and Slovenes? 

M. Trumbitch: A difference in dialect. 

M. Clemenceau: What is the total number of Slovenes? 

M, Trumbitch: There are 1,200,000 in all. 

Mr, Lloyd George: How many would there be in the free State? 

M. Trumbitch: I am not exactly clear about the boundaries, but some 
200,000 Slovenes have been mentioned. The frontier of the Julian Alps 
would, if adopted, leave about 400,000 in Italy. The remainder — i.e., about 
half — would remain with us. The treble dismemberment of a civilised 
people would thus be achieved! 

Mr. Lloyd George : The Slovenes are therefore concerned at the thought 
that some of them would be included in this free State? 

M. Trumbitch': That is so. This would mean that the Slovene people 
would be trebly dismembered. It is terrible to contemplate and I cannot 
properly express my feelings when considering this possibility. 

Mr. Lloyd George: How would you describe the population of Dal- 
matia? ^ 

M. Trumbitch: Dalmatia is inhabited by Croatians. There are Serbians 
in the south-west; the same dialect is spoken in Croatia and in Serbia. The 
Catholics call themselves Croatians and the Orthodox call themselves 
Serbians. There is, however, no difference of language between them. There 
is a difference of dialect between the Slovenes and the Serbo-Croats. 
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M. Glemengeau: Then the Slovenes are not in favour of the creation of 
this free State? 

M. Trumbitgh ; I think that this State would become a place of refuge for 
adventurers, and for people carrying on agitations and propaganda under the 
cloak of patriotism. Many people would call themselves Italian or Jugoslav 
patriots, and would do a great deal of harm. The free State would doubtless 
possess no army and would have no military service, and this would be 
sufficient reason for a great many deserters to seek an asylum there. There 
would be neither geographical nor economic unity in the free State. 

Finally, I can sum up the Dalmatian question in a word by saying that all 
Dalmatia should be given to us. 

Now I come to Albania. This country does not resemble ours from the 
national point of view. It is not inhabited by Slavs, but by Albanians, and it 
was made into an independent State in London in 1913. 

Its future status should now be decided. This question concerns us very 
closely, seeing that all the Eastern and Northern frontiers of Albania are 
likewise ours. We are persuaded that the question can best be solved by 
reverting to the status quo created in London, in 1913, i.e., by allowing the 
Albanian State to remain as it is, with an autonomous administration. 

We are quite persuaded that no foreign administration would be a success, 
the position of Albania being absolutely peculiar to itself. From what we 
know of the Albanians, they would be able to form an administration capable 
of governing the country. It must be remembered, in the first place, that 
there are Albanian towns on the coast and in the interior. This proves that 
the country is aware of the necessity for public organisation, the more so as, 
under Turkish administration, the State paid no attention to the organisa- 
tion of the country nor to the construction of ways of communication, but 
that notwithstanding this the country developed in such a manner as to give 
rise to the formation of important centres. 

In the past, Albania was an independent country governing itself, even 
before the Turkish invasion; the Albanians are therefore capable of looking 
after themselves. 

The first autonomous Albanian administration did, it is true, create a bad 
impression in Europe and gave the impression that the Albanians were 
incapable of self-government. The truth of the matter is that it was the 
government of the Prince of Wied — ^whose choice may well be said to have 
been a mistake — which collapsed of itself, and that the Prince fled the country 
for certain well-known reasons. But though it was proved that the Prince 
of Wied was incapable of governing Albania, it was in no wise proved that 
the Albanian people was incapable of self-government. Owing to this war, 
in which all nations have painfully acquired great experiences, the Albanians 
have acquired the sentiment of unity and desire self-government. 

This would be the very best solution, not only from the point of view of 
Albanian interests, but also in our own interests. 

We are of opinion that a self-governing Albania would be able to live in 
friendly relations with us, whereas if another Power were admitted into 
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Albania, the interests of such a Power would hardly coincide with our 
own. 

That is why we fear that the introduction of another State into Albania 
might there become a source of fresh difficulty on our frontier and in the 
Balkans. 

On the other hand, an Italian mandate has been spoken of, to be given 
in virtue of article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

My personal impression is that this article is not applicable in the case of 
Albania, because it provides for a mandate for territories or colonies possess- 
ing neither independence nor sovereignty, and, as a matter of fact, refers to 
the former German colonies. 

In any event, I consider that, in accordance with paragraph 4 of article 22, 
the wishes of the population should be consulted for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing the name of the Power on whom the mandate should be conferred, the 
wishes of the population being the determining factor. 

From the point of view of general interests, I think that the mandate for 
Albania should greatly resemble that given to Austria for Bosnia-Herze- 
govina, under the Treaty of Berlin. 

A perusal of the minutes of the Congress of Berlin forces one to accept the 
important reasons then set forth in justification of the mandate given to 
Austria-Hungary, and to acknowledge that the representatives (of certain 
Great Powers, at least) acted in absolute good faith and with the best possible 
intention of re-establishing peace and quiet in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The 
object of the mandate then proposed was, first and foremost, the protection 
of the Christian population (which was persecuted by the Turks), the pacifi- 
cation of the country, and the settlement of the agrarian question, which 
were all important matters and well justified from the point of view of civili- 
sation. By force of circumstances, however, the mandate developed in a 
direction absolutely different to that foreseen by the Congress of Berlin — 
i.e., instead of merely concerning herself with the pacification of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, the protection of Christians and the agrarian question (which 
has not even been settled up to now) , Austria’s one idea was to govern it as a 
conquered country, and, after forty years of occupation, she ended by annex- 
ing it in an arbitrary manner, thus contributing one of the direct causes of the 
present war. 

We Jugoslavs of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and Serbia, in 
an even greater degree (as an independent State), suffered enormously by- 
reason of the mandate given to Austria for Bosnia-Herzegovina, That is why 
we fear any other attempt which might concern our interests and, in the shape 
of a mandate, go counter to the best intentions of the Gres!t Powers called 
upon to decide, and even to those of the Italian Government. If the latter 
were given that mandate, this political institution might develop in a manner 
unfavourable to general interests, to the interests of peace, and to our own 
interests. 

I venture likewise to point out that the Vardar Plain is easily reached from 
the north-eastern frontier of Albania, which also provides easy and direct 
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access to Skoplje (Uskiib). The railway from Belgrade to Salonica (the only 
trade artery in Serbia) passes Uskub, and the Skoplje Railway could easily 
be dominated by heavy guns, which would cut Serbia’s vital communica- 
tions. Furthermore, this railway passes close to the Bulgarian frontier, over 
which the Bulgarians came on entering the war in 1915; the railway line was 
cut and this caused the Serbian catastrophe. I might even say it was one of 
the causes of the prolongation of the war, for if Serbia had been able to make 
a stand, and if Bulgaria had been unable to link up with Austria and Germany 
by means of Serbia, the war would have been over more quickly. 

The Skoplje railway is even more threatened from the Albanian than from 
the Bulgarian side, for, although the Bulgarian frontier is nearer, it is much 
easier, owing to the conformation of the ground, to reach Skoplje from the 
Albanian frontier and then to cut the railway than it would be from the 
Bulgarian frontier. 

I beg to draw the attention of the council to this question, which is a vital 
one for us. If Italy is admitted into Albania, and if mutual relations should 
eventually cease to be friendly, and if recourse were finally made to arms, it 
would not be merely a difficult position for us; our very existence would be 
at stake. Now the southern portion of Serbia is enclaved between the 
Albanian and the Bulgarian frontiers. The distance is not very great, and, 
by means of pressure from both sides at once, Serbia would easily be crushed 
and communications established over her territory, which would be the 
beginning of the end for us. 

This consideration is of vital importance for us, which will be clearly seen 
when it is remembered how the policy of the Austrian mandate developed in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

M. Clemenceau : If M. Trumbitch still has a good deal to say, it might be 
as well to continue the hearing at a later meeting. 

M. Trumbitch: I still require about an hour to complete my statement. 
The question of Albania is exceedingly complicated, and I should like to 
touch on all the points. 

I ought, also, to refer to the question of demilitarisation, of neutralisation, 
and of the Dalmatian coast, as also to various minor points. 

Mr. Lloyd George : \Vliat is the population of Scutari ? 

M, Trumbitch: 25,000. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Does that include Slavs? 

M. Trumbitch: Some 2,000 Orthodox Serbians, and about 8,000 Mussul- 
man Serbs in the neighbourhood. 

M. Clemenceau: How about the remainder of the population? 

M. Trumbit»»h: It is composed of Albanians. 

M. Clemenceau: I suggest, gentlemen, that we should meet the day after 
to-morrow (Monday), at 1 1 a.m., and continue the meeting in the afternoon, 
in order to settle this question, if possible. 

{This suggestion was agreed to and the meeting rose.) 
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i.G.P. 12.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British^ 
French and Italian Governments, held in M. PichoFs Room, Quai d^ Orsay, on 
Monday, January 12, 1920, at ii a.m. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 

SECRETARY, Sir M. Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretary, M. Massigii, A Stenographer. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary, Signor Trombetti. 

The following were also present : 

British Empire : Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

MM. Pasitch, Trumbitch, Zolger, and Radovitch, delegates of the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State, were introduced. 

The Chairman^ : I will call upon M. Trumbitch to continue his statement. 

M. Trumbitch; Gentlemen, the day before yesterday, when discussing the 
possibility of an Italian mandate for Albania, I drew attention to the danger 
which might arise for our country from the military point of view. Uskub 
would be easily threatened, since that town is only separated from the frontier 
by a distance of 48 Idiom, as the bird flies. At the same time as Uskub, the 
Salonica-Belgrade railway would also be menaced, together with the Serbian 
towns of Dibra, Struga, Ochrida, Jacovitza, Monastir and Prizrend, which 
are all situated close to the frontier. 

If occupied by Italy, Albania would become a concentration camp and 
centre of preparation for offensive operations all along its eastern and northern 
frontiers, directed against our country. 

I cannot refrain from referring to the fact that, if one is to believe secret 
documents which have been published, an Italo-Austrian Convention is said 
to have been signed at Rome, on the 8th May, 1913, which is said to have 
fixed and provided for the military occupation of Albania, in order to pacify 
the country and maintain order,^ If this fact is true, it is of special and con- 
siderable significance as regards the Serbo-Monteiiegrin frontier, a signifi- 
cance which our country must not overlook. 

If Albania were placed under Italian administration, she would constitute 
an obvious danger for us in the event of complications with our State ; if, on 
the contrary, Albania were administered by an autonomous Government 
and eventually subjected to neutralisation as in the case of Switzerland, this 
would afford a suitable solution of the problem of our relations with the 

^ M. Clemenceau. 

“ For I falo- Austrian relations with regard to the possibility of joint intervention in 
Albania in May 1913 see L. Bittner and H.' Uebersberger: Osterreich-Ungarm AussenpoUlik 
jgo8-i4 (Vienna and Leipzig, 1930), vol. vi, p. 301 f.; Field-Marshal Count Conrad von 
Hotzendorf: Aiis Meiner Dienstzeit jgo6~igi8 (Vienna, 1921 f), vol. iii, p. 295 f.; G. P. Gooch 
and H. Temperley: British Documents on the Origins of the War i8g8-igi4 (London, 1926 f.), 
vol. ix, part ii, p. 735 f. , 
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neighbouring States, and would, speaking more generally, be better adapted 
to maintain the peace of Europe. 

After the flight of the Prince of Wied, in May 1914, Scutari was admini- 
stered by an inter- Allied commission; Durazzo, on the contrary, was the 
seat of an Albanian Government, under the presidency of Essad Pasha, 
which remained in office until February 1916. It must be admitted that this 
latter form of government gave satisfactory results, better, in any case, than 
those attained by the foreign Government of the Prince of Wied. 

It may, perhaps, be pointed out that the military danger we foresee does 
not exist in reality; that the mandate will be of a pacific or non-military 
character and the powers of the mandatory may be limited as regards 
military forces, the latter being restricted to the contingents necessary for the 
maintenance of peace and order. I am obliged to declare that we cannot 
accept such guarantees as sufficient when the safety of our country is at stake ; 
international engagements are liable to alteration as the result of changes 
which may take place in the general situation ; the presence of a great military 
Power in Albania remains a fact involving various consequences. 

Neither is the mandate of which I have just spoken desirable from the 
religious point of view. Catholics represent a small minority in Albania; the 
arrival of a purely Catholic Power would probably arouse the suspicions of 
the Mahometans and Orthodox Christians, as happened when Austria 
planted herself in Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

In the same way, from the political point of view, we consider that the 
presence of Italy in Albania would be a source of anxiety: the Balkans con- 
stitute a field of political surprises; they have already caused the Powers much 
anxious thought from the point of view of general politics. 

One of the causes for this anxiety has, it is true, been the antagonism which 
has manifested itself between the young races which have regained inde^- 
pendence; but another and perhaps still more fatal cause has been the rivalry 
between two great Powers which have collapsed during the late war, and the 
covetousness of which reacted in a singular manner among the Balkan States. 

It was all these exterior influences which brought about the second Balkan 
war, started by Bulgaria’s sudden attack on her Serbian allies. Count Tisza’s 
speech to the Hungarian Parliament in 1913 had proclaimed that the Balkan 
nations were at liberty to assassinate each other; he incited Bulgaria to attack. ^ 

One sole conclusion is to be drawn from these various considerations : in 
the interests of general peace it is necessary to adhere to the principle of 
hhe Balkans for the Balkan nations’. If a foreign Power has a footing in the 
Balkans, even in the guise of a mandatory, this may mean the continuation 
of the former system of political and military penetration into the Balkans, 
which system Ifes already proved itself so disastrous. 

One [? Our] pointof view is therefore thefollowing: an independent Albania, 

3 M. Trumbic was referring to the outbreak of what is sometimes known as the Third 
Balkan War, which began on June 29, 1913, when Bulgarian forces, without warning, 
attacked those of Serbia. The speech mentioned was that delivered by Count Tisza, the 
Hungarian Prime Minister, to the Hungarian Parliament on June 19, 1913. 
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self-governed ; this is in the general interests. Albania, by herself, can constitute 
a danger to none of the neighbouring States ; a Government formed of natives 
would have the primary advantage of knowing the habits and customs of the 
country. The existence of towns and large communities in the region, more- 
over, furnishes a proof that a sense of government is not absent. In Albania 
and in Central Europe, highly educated Albanians are to be met with in 
fairly large numbers; our country would be able to maintain cordial relations 
with an autonomous Albanian Government. 

From the religious point of view, there is a peculiar affinity between 
Albania and Jugoslavia; on each side one finds three large religious groups, 
Orthodox, Catholic, and Mahometan; the regime of liberty and religious 
tolerance which will be adopted by our constitutional charter will afford the 
Albanians a good example to follow. On the other hand, the liberal applica- 
tion of the principle of the protection of minorities will enable the Albanians 
who are subjects of our State to obtain instructions in their own language; 

it will be possible to make use of educational text-books in the Albanian 
language in the schools of Albania, which have been deprived of such books. 

Intellectual intercourse will thus be set up across the frontier of the two 
countries, to the great benefit of the Albanians. 

Finally, economic relations will develop between the two countries with 
all the more facility, as Upper Albania is the sole natural outlet of our country 
in that region. 

The Serbs and Albanians never fought against each other when they were 
free, that is to say, before the Turkish invasion; it is baleful foreign influence 
which often sows discord among nations. 

If the solution of an independent and self-governing Albania is not 
adopted, we reserve to ourselves the right to claim our legitimate rights in 
that country. If Valona and Southern Albania were attributed to another 
Power, we should demand that the northern part of Albania be reserved to us. 

In the first place, stress must be laid on the fact that our State possesses 
acquired rights in that region. At the Conference of London in 1913, the 
Ambassadors recognised Serbia’s right of access to the sea. The Treaty of 
Berlin guaranteed to Montenegro freedom of navigation on the Eoyana. 
At the present day Montenegro is a riparian State of the Boyana. 

On the other hand, during the course of the Balkan wars our nation shed 
torrents of blood for Scutari, the century-old capital of the Serbian sovereigns 
of the Middle Ages. I must emphasise the fact that the Serbians remained at 
Scutari for seven centuries, until that town fell under the Turkish domination 
in 1479. In the sixteenth century there were Serbian printing works at 
Scutari; at the present day Serbians still exist in the town an^ the surround- 
ing country and the Serbian language is far from having disappeared. The 
commune of Scutari numbers about 25,000 inhabitants; a few hundred 
persons of Serbian race live in the town itself, while in the neighbourhood 
there are approximately 1,500. But both in the town itself and in the sur- 
rounding country the Serbian language is fairly widespread ; several thousand 
Mahometans who still speak it are of Serbian origin. 



The Montenegrin troops, after having lost a third of their forces, occupied 
Scutari in 1913; they subsequently evacuated it in order to meet the wishes of 
the Great Powers, because Austria, who had already mobilised, was threaten- 
ing to go to war. It was to serve the general interests that our troops retired. 
We iirmly believe that at that period Scutari might have been incorporated 
witli Montenegro if the latter State had consented to the cession of Mount 
Lovcen to Austria, or at least to its neutralisation. 

We ask that note may be taken of the service we then rendered to the cause 
of general peace. 

The valley of the Drina, that is to say. Northern Albania, constitutes, with 
the neighbouring regions of Montenegro and Serbia, one geographical and 
economic unit. It is the direct route to the sea; the well-known scheme for 
the Danube-Adriatic railway was to cross Central Serbia, follow the Drina 
and reach the sea at Scutari. 

The Lake of Scutari is the reservoir which accumulates all the waters 
flowing from the Serbo-Montenegrin districts; the valley is the course taken 
by the waters and the route taken by men. The greater part of the trade of 
Montenegro gravitates by the Lake of Scutari and the Boyana towards the 
sea. 

On the other hand, the valley of the Drina forms one whole with our 
country. It is completely separated from the rest of Albania by a chain of 
mountains which the river cuts through; the construction of the Central 
Serbian railway along the Drina constitutes one of the most important rail- 
way problems with which we are faced; this railway will possess the same 
economic importance for that part of our country as the railway terminating 
at Fiume now has for the northern part of our State. 

The Drina frontier line would be particularly necessaiy from the point of 
view of military security if other Powers were installed in the remainder of 
the Albanian territoiy. 

The proper upkeep of the Lake of Scutari and the Boyana is of extra- 
ordinary economic importance. Through the negligence of the Turkish 
administration, about sixty years ago, an arm of the Drina became detached 
from the principal arm of the river, and led its water back into the Lake of 
Scutari; this accident has increased the danger of floods in the country sur- 
rounding the lake and made the conditions much less favourable to naviga- 
tion on the Boyana. 

Two-thirds of the Lake of Scutari already belongs to Montenegro; by 
improvement works on the Boyana and the Drina, 20,000 hectares of ex- 
tremely fertile land already belonging to Montenegro might be drained and 
restored to cultivation. 

It is obvious that we are the State most legitimately interested in Northern 
Albania. The presence of a foreign Power in that region would manifestly 
prejudice all our interests. If, on the contrary, Northern Albania is allocated 
to our State, we agree to ensure and guarantee an autonomous administra- 
tion to Scutari, considering that the Serbs are there in the minority and that 
the Albanians constitute the great majority of the population. 
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Independentiy of all these considerations, another question arises, that of 
the rectification of the frontier between our State and Albania. 

At the Conference of London in 1913 an impossible and unjust frontier was 
traced ; there are places in which the countryside is separated from its natural 
centres, others in which Albanian villages have no access to Albania except 
across our territory; the Albanian countries on the shores of the Lake of 
Ochrida are separated from Albania by a very lofty chain of mountains ; the 
countries inhabited by the Yuza and Cassi tribes, composed of Serbians who, 
although professing Mahometanism, still for the great part retain the Serbian 
language and customs, are detached from their centre, Prizrend, which 
belongs to Serbia; others gravitate towards Jacovitza, a Montenegrin town; 
the whole countryside around the town of Dibra has been separated from its 
centre ; the populations of these places themselves desire to be incorporated 
Math our State, to which they are attached by their most vital interests. The 
Klemanti and Kastrati tribes M'ere attributed to Albania by the Conference 
of London solely by reason of the special insistence of Austria, supported by 
Germany, in spite of the fact that they belonged to Montenegrin territory. 

Finally, as a result of Austrian manoeuvres, a small strip of land on the 
right bank of the Boyana was detached from Montenegro when the frontier 
was traced, whilst the whole of the right bank was allotted to Montenegro 
on the middle and lower reaches of the river. The commission charged with 
the demarcation of the frontier on the spot was, moreover, unable to com- 
plete its task by reason of the insurmountable difficulties with which it was 
faced as a result of the decision of the Conference of London. 

These are our reasons for asking for a rectification of our frontier, which 
would be continued west of the Ochrida as far as the mountain chain and 
which would be formed by the Black Drina north of Dibra. The Klemanti 
and Kastrati tribes would be included in the Montenegrin frontier, as well as 
that part of the right bank of the Boyana which is not yet included therein. 

The frontier line which we ask for would, in other words, be the following : — 

To the east (starting from Lake Ochrida), the mountain chain. Beyond 
Dibra, the Black Drina as far as a point to be determined later on. Then the 
Montenegrin frontier, including the Klemanti and Kastrati tribes and the 
small strip of territoiy on the right bank of the Boyana still remaining in 
the hands of Albania. 

This rectification (?) of the population concerned, which is not numerous, 
and a great majority of which has already expressed itself in favour of this 
alteration. 

I should add that, in the Russo-Turldsh Treaty of San Stefano,'^ the Kle- 
maiiti and Kastrati tribes, as M'^ell as that part of the right banlqof the Boyana 
to which I have just referred, were assigned to Montenegro. This arrange- 
ment was altered by the Treaty of Berlin. 

I would now like to say a few words with regard to the demilitarisation 
M'hich, according to the press, is about to be imposed on our territory. This 

This treaty of March 3, 1878, was superseded by the Treaty of Berlin of July 13, 
1878. 
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question has been raised in such a manner as to make me request permissioii. 
to draw your attention to it. 

If what the newspapers say is to be trusted, a demilitarised zone is to be 
created to the east of the Wilson line, which extends from the Karavanken 
to the north as far as the Adriatic coast to Istria, and which also includes the 
Quarnero and Dalmatian islands. 

The object of such demilitarisation is to assure the strategic security of 
Italy, 

I beg to point out, in the first place, that this would be an absolutely one- 
sided arrangement. The strategic interests of Italy would be considered, and 
our own requirements in that direction completely forgotten. 

Our population represents rather more than one-quarter of the Italian 
population. Our State is in process of formation, whereas Italy is a great 
Power possessing an army and a fleet adequate for her needs, and which are 
more powerful and more extensive than before the war. 

In these circumstances, the balance of power and of the status quo would be 
disturbed; Italy would enjoy absolute superiority, whilst our position would 
be extremely difficult. This demilitarisation would interfere with our 
sovereignty, and even with our independence. The Peace Conference would, 
for the first time on record, be creating an international servitude to the detri- 
ment of the sovereignty of an Allied State. 

If demilitarisation were carried out, our strategic position would be as 
follows : our frontier would be completely dominated by Italian forces from 
Tarvis in the north as far as Lake Ochrida, a distance of several hundred 
kilometres in a straight line; our country would find defence impossible. The 
Tarvis mountain group would form a first-rate rampart for the purpose of 
defence or attack by Italy, as it dominates the valley of the Drave, which is 
the line of penetration into the very heart of our country. 

In passing, I would point out that not a single international conven- 
tion mentioned Tarvis during the war. It was we who, although entitled to 
claim it as Slav territory, consented to its cession to Italy. It would be 
neither agreeable nor equitable if such an excellent bastion were to be used 
against us. 

Should the proposed demilitarisation be carried out, there would be a 
pillar, so to speak, at each end of this extensive frontier, i.e., Tarvis (already 
referred to) and Valona. The islands being demilitarised, there would be 
nothing to prevent action on the part of the Italian fleet; it would mean the 
collapse of our entire western frontier. The islands would become an easy 
prey and would fall into the enemy’s hands at the first attempt, and it would 
then be easy f©r him to land troops unhindered on the coast. 

Such a state of affairs would, by placing us in an inferior position, serve to 
encourage our mutual enemies, causing them to infer a split in the relations 
between countries formerly belonging to Austria. Worse still, a handful of 
rebels (I am justified in mentioning this, as it is the truth) might invade our 
territory. I cannot guarantee that we would then, as hitherto, retain our 
calm under the pressure of vital necessity. 
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We are absolutely hostile to the idea of this demilitarisation, which I, 
moreover, consider to be equally contrary to the spirit and the letter of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations. 

According to the provisions of article lo, all members of the League under- 
take to respect and preserve their respective territorial integrity and political 
independence; therefore, each State belonging to the League of Nations is 
entitled to territorial integrity and to political independence ; all are bound 
to respect and preserve the same. But, above all, it is the duty of each State 
to protect and to preserve its own frontiers. Each nation should, therefore, 
be in a position to defend itself against foreign aggression, demilitarisation 
would mean a limitation of such right. 

In the second place, article 8 of the covenant, which deals with the reduc- 
tion of national armaments, provides that such reduction shall be made to 
the lowest point consistent with national safety. To demilitarise any part of 
its territory is, so far as any particular State is concerned, almost equivalent 
to giving up the maintenance of security. 

The question is all the more serious for us as we have extensive frontiers, 
beyond which former enemies are still dreaming and will continue to dream 
of revenge. 

I believe that the League of Nations also lays down the principle that 
frontier defence is a better guarantee for general peace than disarmament, 
i.e., the impossibility of self-defence. Self-defence is a natural law, which is 
really one with the law of existence. 

Even the international conventions, which provided for neutralisation 
(concerning Belgium and Switzerland, for instance), preserved intact the 
right of neutral countries to defend their frontiers by force of arms. De- 
militarisation of our frontier would infringe our right of self-defence. 

Yet another very important argument should be adduced. Whilst bearing 
the German peril in mind, it must not be forgotten that some of our neigh- 
bours also present a danger — the danger of future attempts to restore the 
former regime in Danube countries. The return of the Germans and Magyars 
to power in these countries would be a menace to our national existence. 
The peril is a real one, and it will continue to exist until Central Europe shall 
have been finally established within the frontiers laid down by the Peace 
Conference. 

We are ready to place ourselves unreservedly at the disposal of the common 
cause, in order to defend the re^me inaugurated by the conference for the 
countries of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. But any demilitarisa- 
tion of our territory would tend to create an atmosphere of distrust between 
Italy and Jugoslavia. It would certainly serve to encourage our enemies; it 
would be a breach through which northern foes would still see the waters of 
the Adriatic shimmering in the sun. 

Finally, we declare ourselves absolutely and frankly opposed to any one- 
sided measure of demilitarisation, which would be dangerous to our existence 
and to the balance of the new order of things created by the Peace Conference 
in Central Europe and in the Balkans. 
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Before concluding my statement I should like to summarise it shortly. 

A plan based on a very firm foundation is, in my opinion, necessary to the 
successful settlement of the Adriatic problem, which is not only requisite in 
the interests of Italy and pf Jugoslavia, but is also one of the conditions for 
general peace. No proper solution of the question can be arrived at if we 
get lost in a maze of details, without any fundamental idea having been laid 
down. I am convinced that this fundamental idea will be found in the plan 
submitted by us, and that it is equitable and clear. 

Extensive amputation of our ethnical territory is presupposed by the Wilson 
line, which gives to Italy the port of Pola — a first-rate war port — and Trieste 
— a commercial port of world-wide importance — and with Trieste, the 
possibility of fresh economic development on a large scale. This line in- 
cludes within Italian frontiers nearly all the Italians formerly under foreign 
domination; it completes Italian national unity. 

Outside this frontier, there would not remain as many Italians as there are 
Slavs in the city of Trieste alone, who number about 60,000. These Italians 
would be absolutely protected from the ethnical and the international points 
of view, more especially in Fiume and in Zara, where they would enjoy 
absolute liberty. The remainder, numbering a few hundreds scattered in 
small groups along the eastern coast of the Adriatic, would be protected by 
the clauses of the Treaty for the Protection of Minorities. 

I repose full confidence in the liberal Italian spirit; I trust and feel assured 
that our compatriots, in becoming loyal Italian citizens, will find in their new 
country all guarantees necessary to their development. 

The great basin of Venice, Trieste and Pola will become an Italian lake. 
Each within her own territory, Italy and Jugoslavia will be free to the west 
and to the east of the Adriatic. This solution is clear and precise, and repre- 
sents a guarantee for general peace. By becoming the joint domain of two 
free peoples, the Adriatic will be a point of centralisation and stabilisation 
for the nations of the Danube and the Balkans. 

M. Glemengeau : I thank you for your statement. 

( The meeting rose at 12.^5 p.m.) 


No . 68 

i.G.p. 13 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British, 
French and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai dHrsay, 
Paris, on Monday, January 12, IQ20, at s p.m. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 
SECRETARIES, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Ciemenceau; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta, M, 
Massigli, A Stenographer. 

//«()>; Signor Nitti; SECRETARY, Signor Trombetti. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 
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I . Signor Nitti said that it was essential not to lose time over the question 
T-L Aj ■ of the Adriatic. It was not a question of discussing the history of 
the world, but one 01 settling a particular dimculty. liis col- 
leagues did not say that the Treaty of London was an unjust one. The treaty 
had been made in good faith, and there was a mutual obligation to execute 
it in good faith. How to alter it to suit the present conditions was a matter 
for consideration. His colleagues had said that they recognised their obliga- 
tion to carry out the treaty, but that, if carried out, the whole of its clauses 
must be carried out. It was recognised now, however, that for the good of 
Europe the general plan of the treaty must be altered. He assured his 
colleagues that Italy had every interest to reach an agreement with the Jugo- 
slavs. They were a young nation and must be expected, to a certain extent, 
to sow their wild oats, as young nations do. Italy, however, must be interested 
in a neighbouring population, which was devoted largely to agriculture and 
to forestry. Under the Treaty of London, half Dalmatia was attributed to 
Italy, together with Valona, many of the islands and Istria, with the eastern 
part of Julia, as far as Volosca, but it did not include Fiume. It was necessary 
to find some solution between the Italians and the Jugoslavs which would 
establish the I talianism of Fiume. Two solutions had been proposed. One 
was to establish a Free State in the territory in the hinterland of Fiume, the 
town itself becoming a corpus separatum. The other was to hand over the town 
of Fiume to Italy, providing for the internationalisation of the port and rail- 
way, which would be worked in the interests not only of the Jugoslavs, but 
also of Hungaiy and the other States concerned. This was an interest to Italy 
also, and she would provide every guarantee for the development of the port 
in these interests. On its side, Italy would have to give up Dalmatia, except 
Zara. Fiume must either be an Italian town, or there must be a Free State. 
Referring to recent events, Signor Nitti said that great things, including the 
establishment of Rome itself, had arisen out of the action of brigands. In the 
present state of public excitement, he was afraid that all sorts of ventures 
might begin and a great propaganda in these regions was certain. In these 
circumstances, private property would be safer than public property. If 
Italy were to get Fiume, the whole of the rest of the Free State would go to 
the Jugoslavs. Guarantees would be given as to the port which ought to 
satisfy all the interests concerned. 

As regards Dalmatia, he would not go into figures, since, with .so mixed a 
population, it was very difficult to fix the statistics. The truth was, however, 
that the Italian population there was particularly strong in the cultured and 
educated classes. The mass of the working people, it was true, were Slav. 
It was true also that that was the reason why the Italians, though in a minority, 
took so important a part in the life of the country, and that was also the 
reason why the Socialists were, as a rule, among the Jugoslavs, while the 
steadier classes of the population ware Italian. Exact statistics, however, 
were difficult to establish and were without any great importance. The 
Treaty of London gave to Italy both Dalnaatia and the Island of Lussin. 
Italy was prepared to renounce Dalmatia (except Zara) and many of the 
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islands, if she received Fiume. Zara had been recognised by M. Trumbitch 
himself as an old Italian city and a centre of Italian culture. For Italy it was 
a bad business to have to make over Dalmatia to the Jugoslavs, but Italian 
public opinion could be induced to accept this provided that Zara was not 
included. If it were, public opinion in Italy would revolt. The Jugoslavs 
were a much less cultured and a more primitive people than the Italians, 
who represented a much older civilisation. As regards Zara, however, he 
thought that a formula might be found providing for its autonomy and 
enabling it to choose and regulate its diplomatic representation. 

The third question was that of Albania. Here, again, Italy was engaged in 
an unprofitable transaction. In spite of what M. Trumbitch had said in the 
morning, Albania was not really fit to be independent. The country was very 
backward and divided by racial differences as well as by the fact that there 
were three religious sects, namely, Catholics, Orthodox, and Mussulmans. 
Only some European State could establish and guarantee order there. 
Albania had already cost Italy more than two milliards of lire, and he wanted 
to reduce this as soon as possible. If Italy had kept Dalmatia, it would be 
natural that Serbia should have had Scutari, but this was not now the case, 
since Italy was not to keep Dalmatia or the majority of the islands. If, how- 
ever, Fiume was attributed to Italy, he was prepared to discuss a readjust- 
ment of the northern boundary of Albania, provided that Italy received a 
mandate for Central Albania. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he wished to know what was now proposed. 
M. Clemenceau and he had said that they would honour their respective 
countries’ signature to the Treaty of London, but now it appeared that the 
Treaty of London suited nobody. Italian opinion, so far as a stranger could 
judge from studying the Italian press, was principally concerned about 
Fiume. As he understood Signor Nitti’s proposals, Fiume would be assigned 
to Italy under Italian sovereignty and the Italian flag, with guarantees for 
the use of the port, not only by Croatia, but also by Hungary and, he thought, 
Transylvania. The first question he wished to ask was whether the Free 
State was to vanish? He assumed that, in this event, the territory which was 
to have been included within the Free State would be assigned to Croatia, 
since its population was mainly Slovene. He thought that there had been 
force in what M. Trumbitch had said in the morning as to the desirability of 
applying some principle to this settlement, and the main principle was not to 
take national populations out of their own country. If the Slovenes were torn 
in two there would assuredly be trouble for Italy. There would be created a 
Slovene Irredenta. After all, it was the Irredenta Italiana that had eventu- 
ally broken up Austria. It must be remembered, however, that the Slavs 
were wont to hang together. Russia, for example, had always picked up the 
quarrels of Serbia. Hence, it was undesirable to have a great tract of Slovene 
territory handed over to a foreign country. He supposed, therefore, that if 
Fiume became Italian, the rest of the Free State would become Jugoslav. 

As regards Zara, it was very awkward to tear out of Dalmatia its capital, 
with all the Government buildings established there. In this event, thejugo- 
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Slavs would have to establish their capital at Spalato. Zara had no resources 
except as the capital of Dalmatia. He suggested, therefore, that it should not 
be definitely independent, but should be placed under a special statute — a 
corpus separatum^ or call it what you like — ^in order to maintain Italian culture 
and to secure that the Italians there received fair play. He had asked M. 
Trumbitch whether, in the event of such a solution, it would be necessary to 
remove the capital, and he had replied that it would not. If, however, Zara 
was made independent the Jugoslavs could not be expected to maintain it as 
the capital of Dalmatia. 

As regards Albania, no one seemed to want it. If, therefore, the Italians 
were willing to take it, they would not find anyone else desired to have it. 
If Signor Nitti were really looking for trouble, he would perhaps like to have 
Ireland as well, where exactly the same sort of trouble existed 1 The trouble 
was, once you took these places you could not get rid of them. He thought 
that M. Trumbitch had established a very good case for a readjustment of 
the boundaries of Albania. If a mandate for Central Albania were given to 
Italy she ought to agree to an adjustment of the boundaries. 

The first question he wished to ask, however, was as to whether the whole 
of the Free State would be assigned to the Jugoslavs in the event of Fiume 
becoming Italian. 

Signor Nitti said that there was one general consideration which he ought 
to mention. The Treaty of London had been made between the British, 
French and Italian Governments, and the great State which had become the 
protector of the Slav races, namely, Russia. Presumably, in accepting the 
Treaty of London, Russia was satisfied that it did justice to the Slavs. 

(During the translation of this passage from the French, Mr. Lloyd 
George interposed that the Russians had detested the treaty, and had 
said that, rather than sign it, they would prefer not to have the co- 
operation of the Italians. Signor Nitti replied that it had been signed 
by M. Sazonov.^ Mr. Lloyd George made the rejoinder that Russia 
had never thought the treaty a fair one, but that, eventually, Mr. 
Asquith had himself persuaded them, and the Tsar had said that to 
please the Western Powers he would sign whatever they liked. The 
Tsar had not wanted Italy to come into the war at all.) 

Signor Nitti, continuing, said that, in view of the Russian signature, he 
could not admit that the Treaty of London was against the Slavs. On the 
contrary, it had contributed to accentuate the aspirations of the Southern 
Slavs, and he wished to throw into relief the fact that the Treaty of London 
could not be considei'ed as directed against the Slavs or their interests. 

As regards statistics, they were a matter of extreme uncertainty in the 
eastern regions where the races were so mixed, and all sorts of racial, ethno- 
logical and religious interests were involved. He did not believe that the 
statistics quoted by M. Trumbitch could be relied on, or existed. The 
populations w'^ere much too mixed for reliable statistics. For example, he had 
said that there were 2,000 Serbs in Scutari. According to a map prepared 
^ Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1910-16. 
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by a French military authority, howevei', there were no Serbs there. It was 
understandable, and perhaps a noble aspiration, for these young countries 
to try and find compatriots in other countries, but what M. Trumbitch had 
said was not the fact. 

The question of principal importance, however, was that of Flume, which 
had never been a Jugoslav town. It had been a great Hungarian town, and 
M. Trumbitch had insisted that the Italians had been brought there for 
political reasons, but, nevertheless, it was an historic fact that the Italians 
were there in a great majority. Italy desired to have the frontier of the Treaty 
of London, with a small correction of the frontier, for military'- reasons, in the 
region of Senosecchia. The object of this was to prevent Trieste, in the event 
of war,. being within the range of heavy guns. South of this he desired to have 
the frontier of the Treaty of London. In addition, if Fiume was to be an 
Italian city, it must be connected with Italy by a corridor, since it could not 
be separated from Italy. 

He asked Mr. Lloyd George to bear in mind that of all the countries in 
Europe, Italy was the one that would have the smallest foreign element in its 
population if these proposals were carried out. It was almost impossible in 
adjusting frontiers to avoid including a certain number of foreign populations 
within national frontiers. 

If Italy received Fiume he was disposed to give up the whole of Dalmatia 
(except Zara) . Dalmatia had formed the Roman bridge-head to the Balkans, 
and any Power with ambitions in the Balkans would wish to keep it, but he 
was prepared to renounce it. He could not, however, renounce the town of 
Zara, which was purely Italian. Zara, however, did not really establish a 
very great difficulty, because of the tradition of small States in the Mediter- 
ranean. Italy already had one such small State in San Marino, which, to 
some extent, was maintained at Italian expense. His reason for making a 
similar demand in the case of Zara was that it was an entirely Italian town. 
So moderate, however, was the Italian point of view that Italy did not claim 
the whole district of Zara, which she knew was inhabited largely by Jugo- 
slavs, but only the limits of the municipality. Italy had no business interest 
in Zara und accepted it only as a national heritage. For Zara he would 
propose a special constitution with a right to choose its diplomatic repre- 
sentation. He did not ask that the diplomatic representation should be 
Italian, but that Zara itself should choose whether it should be Jugoslav or 
Italian, or whether it should be represented by one of the Allies. 

In regard to the rest of Dalmatia, he wished to make one other claim, 
namely, that the Italians should be allowed to decide whether they would 
claim Italian citizenship. 

The whole question should be considered as a political one to be settled on 
the basis of mutual convenience. 

In conclusion, he thought there should be no difficulty in reaching a com- 
promise. By the Treaty of London, Italy was to receive frontiers from near 
Mount Tarvis to the Gulf of Fiume, without, however, including Fiume. 
She tvas also to receive Dalmatia, a number of the islands, and Valona. He 
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now said that if Fiume was confided to Italian sovereignty he would be 
satisfied with a frontier down to the Gulf of Fiume rectified only in regard to 
Senosecchia, and to provide a connection with Italy. 

(During the translation of this part of Signor Nitti’s statement he 
explained the situation on a map.) 

Ail the rest of the coast would go to the Jugoslavs, including the whole of 
Dalmatia. Zara alone was to be made independent and was to be free to 
choose its diplomatic representation. In the rest of Dalmatia the Italians 
should be free to elect for Italian nationality. As regards the islands, he only 
asked for those which President Wilson had agreed should be assigned to 
Italy, together with Lagosta and Gherso, Valona, he thought, was not in 
dispute, and as regards Albania he was prepared to discuss the northern 
frontier. 

M. Glemengeau said that he had listened with the closest attention to the 
exposition of the question made by Signor Nitti and Mr. Lloyd George, and 
he would now define the questions on which a discussion should be instituted. 

He accepted the ideas of Signor Nitti as regards the settlement of Albania. 
He accepted that Italy should have a mandate for Central Albania, and that 
the southern frontier of Albania should be adjusted to include Argyrocastro 
and Koritza in the Greek territory. No fundamental objection had been 
raised by Signor Nitti to this. As regards the north of Albania, he would 
accept that the frontier should be readjusted so as to extend the territoiy of 
the Jugoslavs as far as St. Jean de Medua. 

There remained other questions. As regards Fiume, if Italy would accept 
his views in regard to Albania, he would accept Italian sovereignty and the 
Italian flag in Fiume. This was hard for him to do, not because he was un- 
willing to give what Italy asked, but because only to-day he had received 
from d’Annunzio’s friends in Fiume a letter headed ‘Ville de Fiume’, asking 
to be heard by the conference. This made it a little hard to give Fiume to 
Italy under the menace of d’Annunzio. M. Orlando had said that he would 
suppress the trouble in Fiume, but instead he had fed d’Annunzio’s troops 
there. If Fiume were completely free he would have no scruples. But from 
the point of view of the conference it was disagreeable, because it meant 
yielding to a rebel whom the Italian Government could not suppi’ess. In 
spite of this, however, he would accept Signor Nitti’s proposal. He was 
willing to agree to Fiume becoming Italian, because it was an Italian town. 
When he agreed to this, however, Signor Nitti asked him to hand over terri- 
tory connecting Fiume with Italy, and he objected to this for the very reason 
that tlie population of this territory was not Italian. He believed that there 
were something like 20,000 to 30,000 Slavs in the country J3etween Fiume 
and the Italian boundary. He was not disposed to concede this, unless new 
reasons were given in favour of it. 

Further, Gherso and Lagosta were not Italian, and he could not make a 
concession here. 

As regards the islands, he did not know how many Signor Nitti proposed to 
claim. Did he want as many islands as possible? (Signor Nitti interjected 
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that he would only claim as few as possible, and he thought they could agree 
there.) 

As regards Dalmatia, it must be remembered that the Serbs were a nation 
who, in discussion, would resist foot by foot. He had been impressed by what 
M. Trumbitch had said in regard to the neutralisation of Dalmatia. What 
M. Trumbitch had said was that by neutralising the coast he deprived 
Jugoslavia of the right of defending herself, which was equivalent to depriv- 
ing her of the right of existence. Compared with the Italians, the Serbians 
(who were a nation of only 12,000,000) were not in a position to attack, but 
the Jugoslavs said that if they were not allowed to fortify their coasts they 
would be helpless and could not defend themselves if an Italian force was 
landed there. 

As regards Zara, he preferred Mr. Lloyd George’s plan, but if the Italian 
solution was pressed, he was disposed to agree to it. M. Trumbitch had said 
that if Zara became Italian he could not keep the capital there; but Zara had 
no other means of supporting itself. 

These were the principal points. If they were agreed they might be dis- 
cussed one by one and an agreement must be reached. He asked Signor Nitti 
if he was prepared to do this. 

Signor Nitti said that he had the greatest possible interest in settling this 
question. He did not wish to leave Paris for Italy until the question had been 
settled. It was a question not only of foreign policy, but also of internal policy 
in Italy. M. Clemenceau had spoken of d’Annunzio. To speak frankly, he 
did not think that he could be suspected on this question, as he had been ex- 
posed to attacks and a regular literature had been created against him on the 
subject. As chief of the Government in Italy, however, he could be satisfied 
[jfr] with what had happened. It must be recalled, however, that d’Annun- 
zio’s action was an expression of a national spirit of exaltation. Italy had 
entered the war without being forced to do so, and it had been necessary to 
rouse the national spirit; and out of this there had arisen a great Adriatic 
programme. No doubt the question had been very greatly exaggerated. 
Now, however, after all these hopes had been raised, there was a disposition 
for public opinion in Italy to point out how little Italy had received. 

D’Annunzio had come to be regarded as an expression of this national 
opinion. He himself would like to settle the Adriatic question, but unfor- 
tunately it was beset with great difficulties. D’Annunzio was in a town wdicrc 
the whole of the population was as agitated as he was himself. Italy could 
not have settled the question without using guns to fire on the town. It was 
essential, however, that the question should be settled as soon as possible. 

(M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George interjected at this point that 
this was their opinion also.) 

Continuing, Signor Nitti pointed out that under the Treaty of London 
Italy had been granted hundreds ofislands. Now she was only asking for those 
islands which President Wilson had been willing to assign to her, together 
with Lagosta and Cherso. 

Lagosta was an island with a very small population. Cherso was a much 
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more important island. The great objection to its being handed over to Italy- 
had been that it would enable Italy to block the channel to Finme. This 
question would, however, now disappear, since Fiume was now to be Italian. 

As regards the frontier of Fiume, Italy claimed the frontier of the Treaty of 
London with the modifications he had named. It was true that this included 
a connection with Fiume, and that the territory concerned included a majority 
of Jugoslavs ; but it must be remembered in this connection that Italy was 
abandoning a considerable population in Dalmatia and a population of a 
superior civilisation. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked how it was proposed to establish communica- 
tions between Italy and Zara. 

Signor Nitti said that this was an entirely different problem, since there 
was all the Adriatic between Italy and Zara, whereas Fiume was close to the 
Italian frontier. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that the excited state of opinion in Fiume had 
really been created by the Italian Government itself. He knew that not 
Signor Nitti but his predecessors were responsible for this. The Italian 
Government had had no right to send 21,000 men to Fiume. They had had 
no right to take the command there. They had had no right to post bills on 
the walls with the Italian Grown on the top. They had no right to allow 
riots to arise which had resulted in Frenchmen being killed. They had had 
no right to compel England, the United States of America and France to 
withdraw their ships from Fiume. When they had done all this they turned 
round and said that this was not the fault of the Italian Government. If 
there was a state of excitement in Fiume it was directly due to the action of 
the Italian Government which had endangered the peace of Europe. All the 
Allied ships had had to withdraw, the French leaving last of all under the 
threat of d’Annunzio, after French subjects had been killed. This being so, 
it was not a pleasure for him to have to yield to the Italian claims. He could 
not forget all that had happened owing to the mistakes of the Italian Govern- 
ment, nor the humiliation of having to order these ships to withdraw at the 
behest of d’Annunzio, This being so, he thought that Italy should make her 
demands as small as possible. He asked Signor Nitti where he would like to 
begin the detailed discussion — in Albania, in Fiume, or wherever he wished. 

Signor Nitti said he would prefer to begin in Fiume. 

M. Glemengeau referred to Signor Nitti’s statement that he had wished 
to take a complete settlement home with him to Italy. He must understand, 
however, that this was not possible. The settlement could not be complete 
without the co-operation of the United States of America. All that could be 
done was to reach an agreement and then to notify to President Wilson that 
this arrangement had been reached in the interests of Europe and to ask him, 
wdth every possible argument, to accept it. Without President Wilson’s 
consent, however, it was impossible to say that the conference agreed, Fle 
was reminded by M. Berthelot, however, that if the Jugoslavs could be 
induced to accept, the agreement of President Wilson would be much more 
probable, 
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Signor Nitti said that this was, without doubt, quite true, but if Italy 
agreed and the Jugoslavs accepted, President Wilson would not have very 
much to say in the matter on a strictly logical argument. 

M. Glemenceau said that logic did not govern the world. 

Signor Nitti said that if the Allies agreed in the spirit of the solution the 
Jugoslavs would accept. 

M. Glemenceau said he was ready to discuss the question of Fiume at 
once. Taking for granted that Italian sovereignty was to be retained over 
Fiume, the first question that arose was as to whether there should be a 
corridor connecting Fiume with Italian territory. 

Mr. Lloyd George said there was also the question of securing facilities 
for the development of the port and railway. 

M. Glemenceau and Signor Nitti agreed. 

M. Glemenceau said he thought it would be an advantage not to have 
this corridor. It would, of course, be more agreeable for the Italian people 
to see a map with a corridor on it. There were disadvantages, however, in 
having a large town at the edge of a frontier. These disadvantages were 
especially acute in the case of Fiume, which was separated from another part 
of the town only by a ditch. This was not a satisfactory arrangement, as 
unquestionably it would become a centre of agitation. What was sought at 
the present time was a permanent peace, and this was the main interest of 
Italy’s allies in the matter. He himself, however, would not refuse the corridor 
on these grounds if it did not take territory that was inhabited by Slavs. It 
would be necessary to include the shores of the Gulf of Quarnero and the 
southern part of the Istrian Peninsula, which was purely Slav. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that Volosca, a town of 34,700 inhabi- 
tants, only contained 900 Italians. 

M. Glemenceau said that to put the question the other way, what would 
Italy say if there were a similar disparity of population just across the borders 
in Jugoslavia? 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that at Castel Nuovo out of a population 
of 1 6,600 there were only seven Italians, yet that would be included in Italian 
territory under Signor Nitti’s proposals. It was impossible to defend that sort 
of thing. The only argument that could be advanced was to enable Italy to 
have a road from Trieste to Fiume. There were only seven Italians in the 
whole place. 

Signor Nitti said that putting aside the Treaty of London, which in- 
cluded Volosca in Italian territory, Abazzia and Volosca were seaside towns 
full of hotels with a very mixed and variable population, and consequently 
the statistics w'-ere deceptive. On all frontiers there were mixed populations, 
even on the French frontier. It must be borne in mind that there were nearly 
40,000 Italians in Dalmatia in such places as Spalato and Sebenico, but Italy 
realised that it w'as inevitable for her to lose them, and she did not dispute it. 
Did his colleagues, however, not think that it was important to secure a con- 
nection between Italy and Fiume? He could assure them it was very im- 
portant. However, he wnuld make a proposal reducing the number of 
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Jugoslavs in Italian territory to a minimum and bring it on the following- 
day. 

Mr. Lloyd George questioned whether there were in reality so many 
Italians in Dalmatia if Zara were left out of account. 

M. Glemengeau said he was inclined not to give Gherso and Lagosta to 
Italy. It was essential that the port of Fiume should be free, but if Gherso 
were given to Italy she would have command of the entrance channel. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that the population of Gherso was 3 to i 
in favour of the Jugoslavs. 

Signor Nitti said that Lagosta was an entirely different question from that 
of Gherso and should belong rather to a discussion of the strategical con- 
siderations in the South Adriatic. 

As regards Gherso, the cultivated part of the island was almost entirely in 
the hands of Italians, and the whole municipality consisted of Italians. It 
was connected by a bridge only 7 metres wide with the island of Lussin. 
Everyone was agreed that there was a majority of Italians in Lussin, which 
should be assigned to Italy. The two islands, however, being connected by 
a bridge, were practically one. Nearly all the educated and commercial 
classes in Gherso were Italians. The great objection to Gherso being Italian 
had been that it would bar the way to Fiume, when it was proposed to 
establish a free State. The situation now under discussion, however, was 
entirely different. Italy had agreed that the island of Veglia should be Jugo- 
slav. It had been agreed that Lussin should be Italian. In Gherso it was true 
there was a majority of Jugoslav inhabitants, but the bourgeoisie of the islands 
were entirely Italian. The island itself was of no great importance. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that Veglia had been assigned to the Jugoslavs 
because it had an overwhelmingly Jugoslav population and contained only 
1,500 Italians. Italy must not claim as a merit that she had given this up. 
The Jugoslavs might as well claim it as a merit that they had given up 
Taranto. The island of Lussin had been assigned to Italy because it con- 
tained an Italian majority in its population. If, however, Lussin and Gherso 
were one island, it would be found that the total population contained a 
large Groatian majority, and it should therefore be assigned to the Jugoslavs. 
No case had been established for assigning it to Italy. He was wondering 
how much the Serbs and Groats were prepared to take. If they w’'ouid 
accept an agreement the Allies could certainly accept it. He suggested that, 
as on the following morning M. Clemenceau had to preside at the French 
Gouncil of Ministers, he and Signor Nitti and M. Trumbitch should meet 
together and try to reach an agreement. 

M. Glemengeau said he would give Mr. Lloyd George all his powers. 

Signor Nitti asked that Mr. Lloyd George would not insist on this proposal. 
There were certain rules established in this conference and it would be better 
to adhere to them. He knew the Jugoslavs very well, and they had very exag- 
gera ted ideas. It would be better to approach them with the authority of 
the Ente?}te. Mr. Lloyd George could obtain all the information he liked from 
the Jugoslavs, but for him it would be very difficult to attend this meeting. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said he understood Signor Nitti had already met 
M. Trumbitch. 

Signor Nitti said he had only met him personally and not officially and 
did not feel that there would be any use in doing so at this stage. He asked 
the source of Mr. Lloyd George’s statistics- 

Mr. Lloyd George said they were the official Austrian statistics of igiOj 
which were not likely to err in the direction of being pro-Slav. 

M. Glemenceau said that the conference now wished to reach its goal, and 
to do so great resolutions were required just as it was necessary to whip up a 
horse to cross an obstacle and win the race. He himself had had to make great 
concessions again and again, and he appealed to Signor Nitti to do the same. 
He was a very charming personality, but he had an iron mind. 

Signor Nitti said he was only a modest parliamentarian. 

M. Glemenceau said that a modest parliamentarian in Italy could teach 
much to French and British parliamentarians. It was no use continuing the 
discussion unless some agreement could be reached on Fiume. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he and M. Glemenceau could not make 
concessions; all they wanted was agreement. The Jugoslavs might agree to 
something which was being fought over at the present time. He thought it 
was a great pity, therefore, that Signor Nitti could not agree to meet the 
Jugoslavs. It would take twice as long to reach an agreement if he and 
M. Glemenceau had to argue first wdth Signor Nitti and then with the Jugo- 
slavs. Why should the latter be treated as enemies instead of as friends and 
allies? 

Signor Nitti said he would bring fresh proposals on the following day. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he wanted an agreement with the Jugoslavs, 
and not to have to force something on them. Otherwise President Wilson 
would make the strongest objections. 

M. Glemenceau asked whether Signor Nitti would not meet Mr. Lloyd 
George the following morning with a view to reaching an agreement. 

Signor Nitti agreed to call on Mr. Lloyd George on the following morning 
at 1 1 o’clock and to bring his proposals.^ 

{The conference rose at §.20 p.m.) 

Paris i January 12^ ig20. 

2 No record of Signor Nitti’s visit to Mr. Lloyd George has been traced in Foreign Office 
archives. 
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CM. 2,] JVotes of a Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs^ held, at Quai 
d^Orsay^ Paris, Tuesday, January 13, ig20, at ii a.m.^ 

Present; U.S.A.\ Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretary, Mr. Harrison. 

Great Britain: Lord Gurzon; secretary, Mr, Sargent. 

France: M. Gambon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint-Qiientin. 
Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. B. Winthrop. Great Britain: Capt. 

Lothian Small, France: M. de Percin. Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Gammerlynck. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Gapt. Fuller, R.N., Gomdr. Maciiamara, R.N., Mr. 

Malkin, Mr, Campbell, Mr. Herman [? Norman], Mr. Hutchinson. 
France: Adi. Le Vavasseur, M. de Fleuriau, M. de Serruys, M. Laroche, 
M. Seydpux, M. Escoffier, M. Fromageot, M. Hermitte. 

Italy: Rear-Adl. Grassi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Mancioli, Capt. Ruspoli, 
R.N. 

1. The Council had before it a note, dated January 12, 1920 (Appendix A), 

Treaty of Pern with fro™ . the Drafting Committee, in reply to certain 
Hungary. Report of questions raised in a note from the Financial Commission 

Drafting Committee on (Appendix B) , concerning the relation of Croatia-Slovenia 
nature of compromise be- towards Hungary in common law. 

tween Hungary ^ and Fromageot explained the note from the Drafting 

ioaha- ovenia Committee (Appendix A) the conclusion of which was 

that there was no need to grant the request formulated by the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Delegation in its letter of December 29, 1919, and that the text of 
the Treaty with Hungary could remain in its present form as far as that 
question was concerned. 

After a short discussion, 

It was decided: 

to reject the alteration to the text of the Treaty mth Hungary requested 
by the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation in its letter dated December 29, 1919. 

2. A note from the Financial Commission dated January 12, 1920 (Ap- 
Treaty of Peace with pendix C), was laid before the Council, in which the 
Hungary. Report of former pronounced against an alteration of the text of 
Fincinctalfo^nmission on Article of the Treaty with Hungary corresponding 

im ificaUon requested y ^ Article 21 1 of the Treaty of Saint-Germain, which 
Economic Commission oj , . ■ 

Article corresponding to alteration was requested m a report of .the Economic 
Article 2X1 of Treaty Commission dated December 27, 1919 (Appendix D).* 
with Austria M. Cheysson explained the note from the Financial 

Commission (Appendix C) . 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. q6B 

2 Not printed. This appendix was identical with No. 48, appendix H, q.v. 

833 


II 3H 



M. Scialoja: I am entirely in favour of the conclusion adopted by the 
Financial Commission. In addition to the considerations urged by the latter, 
another argument may be invoked, i.e. that the question of entail has nothing 
in common with that of public undertakings. It is a question of interior 
regulation and concerns private international law. If Serbia considers the 
institution of entail as contrary to public order, she will be perfectly free in 
future not to recognize this mode of transferring property within her territory. 
In Italy we have taken certain measures against trusts, which we consider have 
drawbacks of an economic nature. There is nothing to prevent Serbia from 
taking similar measures if she so desires. But it is, I repeat, a domestic 
question which arises more naturally in legal terms than within the sphere of 
finance and politics. 

M. Serruys : The question raised by the Italian Foreign Minister presents 
a certain gravity and much exceeds the Article in question. I do not think 
it at all obvious that the provisions of the Treaty with Hungary leave Serbia 
entirely free in her domestic legislation where these entails are concerned. 
I would point out, moreover, that a similar question has arisen in Roumania, 
where a law has just been promulgated concerning the settlement of foreign- 
ers. The provisions of the Treaties in force are apparently opposed to the 
application of this law to former Austro-Hungarian nationals. 

M. Scialoja; Serbia will obviously not be able to confiscate these entails, 
but will be free to regulate the conditions of administration and succession 
of these properties as she likes. 

M. Serruys: Entail represents quite a special form of property which does 
indeed seem to be guaranteed by the provisions of the Treaties. They con- 
stitute an economic appropriation of ceded territory and I think they can be 
compared to a certain extent with public concessions. I would, moreover, 
point out that, according to the solution w'e propose, the Reparations Com- 
mission could, after liquidating such property, attribute it as it thought best. 
This property might therefore return to the Hungarians themselves. Without 
in any way prejudging the financial clauses, we thought it fair to free Serbia 
from an economic appropriation which might become very formidable. 
Moreover, the position of Serbia is particularly critical from the point of 
view of reparation, since the Serbs possess no Hungarian security in Serbia, 
since sequestrations which had been enforced were raised as a result of the 
enemy occupation of Serbia. Sums owed by Serbia to Austria-Hungary were 
paid as the result of violent measures taken by the occupying authorities, 
sale of furniture, &c. Serbia therefore possesses no material security for the 
sums owed her by Hungary. I do not think the alteration we propose is 
contrary to the general system forbidding the liquidation of property of 
persons belonging to ceded territories. 

M. Gambon ; I see good reasons in favour of each of the two solutions pro- 
posed to us, one by the Economic Commission and the other by the Financial 
Commission. My opinion is that, as M. Scialoja suggests, the question comes 
chiefly within the legal sphere. In those circumstances, I rather think it 
would be wise to refer the question to the Drafting Committee, which might 
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be consulted immediately. In my opinion we should nevertheless explain to 
it the desire of the Council that, where domestic legislation is concerned, 
Serbia should be assured freedom in the liquidation of these entails. 

Lord Gurzon : I am in favour of the solution proposed by the Financial 
Commission. I know that the Economic Commission has given its judgment 
after thorough investigation, but I note that no British representative was 
present during its deliberations. Had the British representative been present, 

I do not think the Commission would have reached an unanimous decision. 
For my part, I am quite prepared to settle the question immediately by 
accepting the conclusions of the Financial Commission. 

M. SciALOjA : I am also in favour of this solution. 

M. Gambon; We must nevertheless avoid appearing to cover and perpe- 
tuate the institution of entail which may present serious dangers for Serbia, 
and at least be certain that the Serbs will be entirely free to settle the method 
of succession of these domains as they think best, without the possibility of 
opposing the provisions of the Treaty to the legislative measures they may be 
called upon to take. A question of private international law arises which 
might be referred to the l3rafting Committee. 

M. Scialoja: I myself am a legal expert and I am unable to understand 
what legal objection could be formulated with the object of refusing Serbia 
complete freedom of action where her domestic legislation is concerned. 

M. Cheysson: I must point out that the Financial Commission has not 
examined the question in principle; it has merely given its decision on the 
clearly defined proposal of the Economic Commission, 

M. Laroche: To avoid all difference of interpretation, would it not be 
possible to introduce a short provision expressly reserving the right of the 
Serbs to regulate as they wish the conditions of transmission of the domains in 
question, while protecting them against any attempt at liquidation or seizure? 

M. Scialoja: I do not see what article there is which could possibly be 
opposed to measures taken by the Serbs. 

M, Serruys: It is the article protecting the property of enemy nationals 
inhabiting ceded territories. The institution of entail implies certain special 
forms of ownership and administration of property which might, like ex- 
emptions from taxation, be considered as forming part of the property itself 
and consequently as being protected by the same provisions of the Treaty. 
If we leave the text of the Treaty unaltered, it is to be feared that the Hun- 
garians will maintain that the Serbs have no right to alter the transfer of 
property as provided for by the instrument constituting the entail. 

M. Laroche : An article might be inserted making it possible for the Serbs 
to abolish the law of entail subject to an indemnity to the o’VHners. 

M. Scialoja: I do not think such a provision necessaiy. In my opinion 
the abolition of entail can in no way be considered equivalent to confiscation. 

M, Cambon ; Even if a provision of this kind is superfluous, I see no draw- 
back to inserting it. 

M. Scialoja: If we provide for an exception in the Treaty with Hungary, 
a similar provision would have to be inserted in all the other Treaties, which 
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has not been done. General legal principles are obviously applied, without 
any necessity for expressly stating the fact. 

M. Gambon: In view of the legislative confusion arising out of the creation 
of so many new States and the litigious nature of the Hungarians, we must 
avoid leaving any doubt which might later cause the Serbs serious difficulties. 
I think it would be better to provide a special provision for the case under 
discussion. 

M. Sgialoja; The aim of the Serbian request was nothing less than the 
confiscation of entail, which we cannot allow. I should like to know which 
article is feared for the domestic liberty of Serbian legislation. 

M. Serruys: It is Article 276 [267] of the Treaty of Saint-Germain. 

M. Sgialoja : That Article refers expressly to the case of seizure or liquida- 
tion. It does not, therefore, apply to the situation under consideration. By 
raising useless exceptions we risk causing doubt as to the general rule to be 
applied. 

M. Laroghe : Then we might draft a reply to the Serbian note indicating 
the reasons for which their request was not allowed. They would thus know 
that they are free to alter the conditions of transfer and administration of 
entail if they think fit. 

M. Gambon: This solution seems to me the best. M. Scialoja, whose 
opinion has prevailed, might, if he will, undertake to draft this reply to the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation, explaining to them the reasons for which 
their freedom of domestic legislation on this question of entail remains intact. 

It was decided: 

( 1 ) to adopt the conclusions of the Note of the Financial Commission of 

January 12, 1920 , and not to alter the Article of the Treaty with 
Hungary corresponding to Article 211 of the Treaty of Saint- 
Germain. 

( 2 ) to instruct M. Scialoja to draft a reply to the note of the Serb-Croat- 

Slovene Delegation of December 12 , 1919 , explaining the reasons 
for which there is no need to grant its request and specifying that no 
provision of the Treaty is opposed to the right of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State to settle by provisions of domestic legislation the con- 
ditions of transfer and administration of entails situated within the 
districts ceded by Himgary to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

3. The Council had before it a joint note, dated January 13, 1920 (Ap- 
pendix E) 3 from the representatives of the Economic Commission and 

3 Not printed. This short note proposed that article 224 of the treaty of peace with 
Austria should be modified to the following effect for insertion in the treaty of peace with 
Hungary; ‘i. To take into account, in determining the quantities to be delivered, the 
amount of lignite which Czecho-Slovakia received from Hungary. 2. Not to burden 
Hungary with new obligations, such as would result from the furnishing of traction coal 
from the Pecs mines to the S-C-S State. 3. To subject the furnishing of lignite by Hungaiy 
to Poland and Czecho-Slovakia to the same conditions as those which are imposed on these 
States in connexion with the furnishing of coal to Hungary. The text attached hereto has 
been unanimously approved by the Mixed Commission.’ This text (not printed) was, with 
verbal variation, the draft of article 207 of the treaty with Hungary, which is printed in 
The Hungarian Peace Negotiations^ vol, i, p. 607. 
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those of the European Goal Commission. This note was in favour of an altera- 
tion of Article 224 of the Treaty with Hungary,'^ which 
makes it compulsory for the Gzecho-Slovak State 
and for Poland to supply Hungary with a certain 
quantity of coal or lignite in exchange for food-stuffs 
and raw materials. 

M. Serruys commented on this note from the 
Economic Commission. (Appendix E).^ 

It was decided: 

to adopt the conclusions formulated in the note from the Economic 
Commission dated January 13, 1920 (Appendix E),3 together with the 
alterations to Article 224 of the Treaty with Hungary, indicated in the 
annex to that note. (See also Appendix E.)3 

4. M. Seydoux: The last time that the question of enemy trade in Turkey 
came before the Council, a note from the French Delegation 
tmdlinTmkey''^^ discussed (see h.d. 122,5 Appendix H), favouring the 
retention of the status quo\ and the British Delegation had 
likewise drawn up a proposal of five points (see h.d. 122)5 reaching practi- 
cally the same conclusions. As the Italian representative considered that the 
question concerned the Reparations Commission, he asked to refer the matter 
to his Government. The United States Ambassador also declared that he 
must refer the matter to Washington. 

Lord Gurzon: The proposal of the French Delegation and that formu- 
lated by the High Commissioners in Constantinople differ very slightly. 
Nevertheless the latter applies to Bulgaria in the same way as to Germany, 
which is not, I think, the case in the former. I should think it better to accept 
the proposal formulated by our agents on the spot. 

M. Seydoux: The original proposal of the High Commissioners in Con- 
stantinople considered a very strong reinforcement of the measure at present 
in force. The French Delegation thought it was impossible to render the 
existing state of affairs more severe at a time when the Treaty was about to 
enter into force and that it was sufficient to retain the status quo. The desired 
object was not to paralyse German trade in Turkey, but only to prevent 
German direct action for propaganda purposes in a country with which we 
are not yet at peace. When the question came before the Council, the British 
Delegation submitted a draft of five points the conclusions of which almost 
equalled the retention of the status quo. I should like to know whether the 
proposal referred to by Lord Gurzon is really that of the five points or the 
telegram from the High Commissioners in Constantinople asking for much 
more radical measures. 

Lord Gurzon: I am referring to the five points proposed by the British 
Delegation and I recommend their adoption. 

This reference should be to article 224 of the treaty with Austria (article 207 of the 
treaty with Hungaiy) . see note 3 above. 

^ No. 51. 
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M. SciALOjA : Those five points amount in short to excluding direct trade 
by sea between Germany and Turkey. I should nevertheless like to make one 
remark: since we discussed this question a fresh fact has arisen, i.e. the entry 
into force of the Treaty of Versailles. Since the day before yesterday, Ger- 
many has ceased to be an enemy Power and enjoys all rights not expressly 
taken from her by a definite provision of the Treaty. I do not think we could 
find in the Treaty of Versailles any provision limiting Germany’s right of 
trade abroad. 

Lord Gurzon: Germany’s rights are limited by the conditions of the 
Armistice with Turkey. 

M. Seydoux: Article 23 of the Armistice Convention with Turkey forbids 
all commercial relations between Turkey and the Central Powers. 

M. Sgialoja: But Germany was then an enemy Power while to-day, 
from the legal point of view, she is a neutral Power between us and 
Turkey. 

M. Gambon ; We cannot impose restrictions on Germany, but we are free 
to impose them on Turkey, with whom we are not yet at peace. 

M. Sgialoja: I think there is nevertheless a serious difficulty in so 
doing. 

Mr. Wallace: My Government is not in sympathy with this proposal. 
We are not at peace with Germany as you are, and we think that the Repara- 
tions Commission should deal with the question, so that the payment of sums 
owed by Germany to the Allies may not be made more difficult by imposing 
useless restrictions on her commerce. 

M. Gambon: The French Government has received from Washington a 
telegram indicating that the United States has informed Germany that their 
relations with that Power are still regulated by the Armistice Convention of 
November ii, and by subsequent agreements. 

Mr. Wallace : My Government’s point of view on this question is perhaps 
broader, for the United States are not as especially interested in this question 
of reparation as other countries. 

M. Seydoux: I would recall the fact that, the last time that the Council 
discussed this question, the Italian representative thought that the question 
concerned the Reparations Commission, but M. Clemenceau pointed out 
that the Reparations Commission was only competent to deal with the 
execution of treaties already in force and the majority of the Council ap- 
peared to agree with him. I would add that the system we recommend puts 
no obstacles in the way of German-Turkish commercial relations, but merely 
limits the possibilities of direct relations and consequently of German 
influence in Turkey. German trade with the Ottoman Empire is therefore 
not abolished.'^ Moreover, this trade cannot, in my opinion, have a great 
effect on the question of reparation. 

M. Sgia.loja: It would be well to examine the five points separately. 

M. Cammerlynck read the five points of the British proposal. (See 

H.D. 122.)® ■ 

M. Sgialoja: I think these five points can be accepted. But the drafting 
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of them must be altered in such a way that we do indeed seem to forbid 
Turkey, and not Germany, to trade. 

Lord Gurzon: I approve entirely M. Scialoja’s proposal. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve in principle the five points of the British proposal con- 

cerning the prohibition of enemy trade in Turkey as they appear in 
the Minutes of the Meeting of January 5, 1920 (H.D. 122) ;5 

(2) to instruct the British Delegation to modify the drafting of these five 

points so as to address the prohibition against trading formulated 
therein to Turkey and not to Germany. 

Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for 
instructions from his Government. 

5, The Council had before it a note, dated from Coblenz, January 5, 1920 

(Appendix F),^ from the Interallied Rhineland High Com- 
Costs of Int^ allied j^iggjon. This note asked the Supreme Council to decide 
Commission Commission should be refunded by 

Germany by priority, before Reparation, and on the same 
footing as the costs of the army of occupation. 

M. Sgialoja: I should consider that there are drawbacks to accepting 
purely and simply the proposal submitted to us. It seems to me dangerous to 
depart from the terms of the Treaty. Now the latter expressly states what 
are the privileged expenses to be refunded before reparation. The costs of the 
Interallied Rhineland High Commission are not included in that category. 
To include them with a high hand would be to create a dangerous precedent, 
and, were that example followed, would risk lessening appreciably the com- 
mon security of Reparation. In any case, I do not think the Supreme 
Council, whose existence is coming to a close, is competent to take a de- 
cision of this kind, the result of which might be serious. Only the Reparations 
Commission could deal with the question. The rather vague wording of 
Article 248 leads one to suppose that the Reparations Commission is com- 
petent to deal with the matter. I should see no drawback to the extension of 
the competence of the Reparations Commission in this way; but I should 
object to the Supreme Council entering on a course of action which would 
lead to a derogation of the Treaty. 

M. Gambon; We might certainly refer the question to the Reparations 
Commission, although its Chairman is in favour of the proposal submitted 
to us. 

It was decided : 

to refer to the Reparations Commission the proposal fo^nulated in tlie 
note dated January 5, 1920, from the Interallied Rhineland Commission. 

6. Admiral Le Vavasseur commented upon the note which appears as 
Appendix G. 

* Not printed. This note had already been the subject of a resolution of the Supreme 
Council on January 9, 1920: see No. 53, minute 8 and note 8. 
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Mr. Wallace: Is the proportion of 2 per cent, which it was proposed 
Distribution of enemy allocate to the United States in the distribution of enemy 
surface warships , sub - warsliips and docks maintained? 

marines , and port Admiral Le Vavasseur: The Naval representatives have 
material occasion to examine the question anew since they 

submitted their report in which they proposed the bases of distribution which 
the Council examined and which the American representative was to submit 
for the approval of his Government. 

Mr. Wallace : Inasmuch as the arrangement is maintained, I am author- 
ized to state that the Government of the United States will not demand or 
expect to receive any portion of the surrendered German Navy, or of the 
material which is to be handed over as reparation for Scapa Flow. 

Lord Curzon: Does the United States Government’s waiver of the pro- 
portion allocated to it apply also to the vessels which were to be employed for 
propaganda purposes? 

Admiral Le Vavasseur: The question of the propaganda ships is entirely 
distinct from the question of distribution of tonnage. 

M. Berthelot: The United States refuse the 2 per cent, allocated to them 
because they consider that proportion insufficient : that consideration does not 
apply to the propaganda ships, for the distribution of which they are upon the 
same footing as the other Allied Powers. 

M. Gambon: The Council will record Mr. Wallace’s declaration. The 
distribution can be effected forthwith. 

Lord Curzon: As a result of the United States’ waiver of their share, a 
surplus of 2 per cent, remains. I propose, if the Japanese Ambassador has no 
objection to that procedure, that it be divided equally between France and Italy. 

M. Matsui : I accept Lord Curzon’s proposal. 

M. Cambon: We thank Lord Curzon for his friendly proposal and accept 
it gratefully. 

It was decided: 

(1) to approve definitely the basis of distribution of enemy warships, 

submarines, and port material, provided for in the resolutions of the 
Supreme Council bearing the respective dates of November 29, 1919 
(See H.D. 102),7 December 2, 1919 (H.D. 104),8 and December 9, 
1919 (H.D. 110) ;9 

(2) to allocate to France and Italy, in equal shares, the two per cent. 

attributed to the Government of the United States, to which the 
latter waived all claim ; 

(3) that the waiver of the United States Government to the percentage of 

two per cent, refers expressly to the reservations made by Mr. Polk 
conctirning the ratio attributed to the United States in the distribu- 
tion of enemy warships (H.D. 102,7 Paragraph 4, Mnute 1, also 
H.D. 110,^ Paragraph 1, Minute 1), of enemy submarines (H.D. 
104., 8 Paragraph 3, Minute 9, also H.D. 110, ^ Paragraph 1, Minute 1), 
and of port material (H.D. 110.® Paragraph 1, Minute 1, and 
Appendix A, Paragraphs 2 and 4, to H.D. 110). 

7 No. 32 (minute i). « No. 34 (minute 9). 9 No. 39 (minute i). 
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7, The Council had before it a note submitted by the Secretariat General 
concerning the general collection of the Conference records 
PuUkatbn cfthe (Appendix H). 

records of the Con- ^ ah • t t • 

M. Esgoffier: All practical arrangements are made in 
order that the publication of the records of the Conference 
may be made as soon as possible and approximately within a period of from 
six to nine months. But a certain number of questions of principle arise in 
connexion with the publication on which we require instructions from the 
Council, 

The first is that concerning the printing of the records of the Supreme 
Council. Should they be printed, and if so, how many copies, and in what 
conditions should they be distributed? From both the historical and practical 
points of view, it seems better to have these documents printed, since they have 
been struck off on the duplicator on fragile paper and would disappear 
quickly were they to remain the only copies. 

M. Cambon: The duplicator is certainly a poor means of preserving the 
traces of our deliberations for history. In my opinion it would be better to 
have a small number of these documents printed, on condition that they were 
placed in the archives without being made public. 

Mr. Wallace: I have a very strong impression that Mr. Wilson con- 
sidered the conversations of four which took place sometimes at his rooms, 
sometimes at those of Mr. Lloyd George or M. Clemenceau, as absolutely 
confidential and never to be printed. Does M. Escoffier think that the 
deliberations of the Council of Four should also be printed? 

M, Berthelot : When we speak of printing these texts, it must be clearly 
understood that it is not a question of publishing them. We simply mean that 
it would be better to have these texts printed, both for the examination of 
precedents and for the work of future historians. 

Lord Gurzon : The question is of much importance. A careful distinction 
should be made between documents which it is a question of publishing and 
those which are simply to be printed while retaining their secret character. 
Plenary meetings and those of the Commissions can eventually be published. 
But I am here referring specially to the minutes of the various Councils, 
Council of Ten, Council of Five, Council of Four. These are very confi- 
dential documents which only exist in type and which it is now proposed to 
replace by printed documents in order to ensure their preservation.’^'^ In 
theory I accept this proposal, the advantages of which are obvious, but subject 

In making this statement Lord Curzon was unaware that during the earlier part of the 
Peace Conference the British delegation, by direction of the War Cabinet, had printed at 
Auteuil, for confidential ofiicial use, a number of copies of certain of those records, notably 
the ‘I.C.’ records of the Council of Ten and the Council of Five or Foreign Ministers, 
(Records of the Council of Heads of Delegations were never so printed.) This discrepancy, 
with its bearing upon resolution 2 below, was subsequently observed in the Foreign Office 
and the matter was taken up with Sir M. Hankey on March 16, 1920. A member of his 
staff informed the Foreign Office that the French delegation had been fully aware of the 
British printing of these documents and had had several copies of them. In view of this 
statement no further action was taken in the naatter. 
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to the reservation that the figure proposed by the Secretariat General of 
100 copies for each of the Allied and Associated Powers seems to me clearly 
too large. Such a large number of copies would lead to a divulgation of these 
documents which must remain wholly secret. I would propose fixing the 
total number of copies printed of the records of the Supreme Council at 50. 

It should be understood that, once the printing was done, the forms would 
be destroyed. 

M. Berthelot: That. is understood: moreover, they always are destroyed. 

M. Scialoja: Was there not a period when there were no regular minutes, 
but only notes taken by the various secretaries, especially by Sir Maurice 
Hankey and M. Mantoux? These notes cannot take the place of real minutes 
and in those circumstances it seems to me rather difficult to think of having 
them printed, even if they are to remain secret. 

M. Berthelot: This is how it happened. With one single exception which 
I shall give later, the records of the Supreme Council first formed two sets of 
minutes. One was drawn up in English by Sir Maurice Hankey and is a 
model of the kind, the other was prepared by M. de Bearn under my direc- 
tion and its accuracy is also certain. It was not till later that a joint secre- 
tariat was established, responsible for drafting one single set of minutes. 
These minutes are attested and are the only ones prepared under absolutely 
regular conditions. But the two sets of minutes prepared by Sir Maurice 
Hankey and M. de Bearn complete each other remarkably and could per- 
fectly well serve as a basis for printing, especially in view of the fact that it is 
a question of documents not meant for presentation to the public. 

The exception which I pointed out just now applies to the Council known 
as the Council of Four, or of Three, according to whether the Italian Repre- 
sentative was present or not. Strictly speaking, no regular minutes were 
taken down. As regards the first few meetings, notes exist which were taken 
down by M. Mantoux, who was acting as interpreter. It was not until half 
way through these meetings that Sir M. Hankey drew up minutes which were 
much more complete than M. Mantoux’s notes.^^ As to the latter, it was 
decided that they should be destroyed, and only one copy thereof exists 
which is in the possession of M. Clemenceau, who keeps them in a safe, and 
I think, intends to destroy them. Mr. Wilson and his colleagues were veiy 
much concerned that these notes should not become known, so that they 
themselves should not be confronted with them later. As to the minutes 
drafted by Sir Maurice Hankey, it would be a pity to destroy them. One 
copy exists, in the possession of the English, and another, which we have. 

I should be in favour of these copies being kept, with the understanding that 
each Governmopt undertakes, on its honour, to treat them as absolutely 
secret. I see, therefore, no objection to destroying the notes taken down by 
M. Mantoux, more especially seeing that these contained disjointed con- 
versations, and that traces of the conclusions arrived at by means of these 

The recorded meetings of the Council of Four began in the last week of March, 1919. 
Sir M. Hankey attended only intermittently before April 19 when his attendance as secretary 
became regular. 
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conversations are evident in the resolutions of the Council of Four, which are 
preserved in the archives of the Secretariat General, as in those of the Dele- 
gations of the Great Powers. 

M, SciALOjA : Since these resolutions are extant, would it not be advisable 
to distinguish between them and the deliberations of the Council of Four? 
In my opinion the resolutions should be arranged in groups and even dis- 
tributed to all the Delegations, since they are of general interest. The publi- 
cation thereof should include any reservations, made with regard to one or 
other of these resolutions, by any members of the Council. I do not think 
that any one of these resolutions is of a secret nature. Once these resolutions 
had been published it would be time to consider whether the deliberations 
should or should not be published in extenso. 

Lord Gurzon: This being the case, which are the documents of which 
there is a question of publishing 50 copies? 

M. Esgoffier: The position therefore is as follows; in the first place, it is 
now merely a question of the records of the Supreme Council. As regards 
the Council of Four no documents are to be printed. The deliberations of 
the Council of Five and those of the Council of Ten are to be printed, the 
total number of copies being 50. 

M. Matsui : I should like to point out that we were not represented on the 
Council of Four, and do not know what took place at its meetings. 

M. Berthelot: You were aware of the resolutions taken by the Council 
of Four. 

M. Esgoffier: As regards all the other records of the Conference, the 
Secretariat General agrees with the Drafting Committee in considering that 
the distribution of those documents should be effected in accordance with 
the rules laid down in the Note of September 23, 1919, section I (see Ap- 
pendix G).^* It also considers that the meetings of Commissions of a general 
nature should be distributed to all the Powers with limited interests, and that 
the minutes of meetings of Commissions on which only a few of the Powers 
with limited interests were represented, should be distributed only to the 
Powers represented thereon. As regards publicity, the Secretariat General 
is of opinion that only the minutes of plenary meetings should be made public. 
Other documents of the Conference, which would be marked ‘confidential’ 
would be reserved exclusively for the use of the Governments. 

Mr. Wallace; When will the minutes of the League of Nations be published? 

M. Esgoffier: If it were necessary, we should, from a material point of 
view, be ready to publish them in a week’s time. 

Mr. Wallace ; It would be most embarrassing for the American Govern- 
ment if these documents were published before the ratification of the Treaty 
by the Senate. ^ 

M. Esgoffier: We are merely considering a complete publication of these 
documents which will not take place before five or six months at the earliest. 

The Delegations will be kind enough to inform the Secretariat General 
how many copies they require of each set, A double edition will be made of 
In error for Appendix H. 
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the records of the Conference, one part printed in English under the auspices 
of the British Delegation, ^3 and the other in French, drawn up by the 
Secretariat General. 

It was decided ; 

(1) that the minutes of the meetings of the Council of the Heads of 

Governments should not be printed. The British and French Govern- 
ments should preserve the notes taken at those meetings and kept 
by them, pledging themselves to treat the same as strictly secret ; 

(2) that the records of the Council of Heads of Governments and Foreign 

Ministers, those of the Council of Foreign Ministers, and those of the 
Council of Heads of Delegations should be printed, the total number 
of copies being 50, and distributed to the Governments of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, at the rate of ten per 
Government. The type used to print these documents should be 
destroyed as soon as the latter were worked off ; 

(3) that all the resolutions (with the reservations referring thereto) adopted 

by the various Councils mentioned in paragraphs (1) and (2) above, 
should be printed in a separate collection and distributed to each of 
the Allied and Associated Powers ; 

(4) that the conclusions of Part B of the Note from the Secretariat General 

be adopted (Appendix H) ; 

(5) that a double edition be made of the records thus printed, one part in 

English under the auspices of the British Delegation, ^3 and the other 
in French under the auspices of the Secretariat General ; 

(6) that each Delegation should inform the Secretariat General of the 

number of copies of each set which it woidd require. 

8. The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation dated 
January 12, 1920, concerning this question (Appendix I). 
American Representa- Berthelot commented Upon this Note. He added 

Tavalclm^Zion'of following: It seems to me that the question raised by 
Control in Germany British Delegation should be considered as settled by 
a previous resolution of the Council, whereby American 

The preparation of the English edition was begun in the Foreign Office as soon as the 
British archives of the Peace Conference had been transferred from Paris. But in the course 
of preparation it became apparent that the English records, other than those of the Supreme 
Council in its various forms, were in a number of cases of doubtful value as compared with 
the often better authenticated French texts. Furthermore, the orders placed by foreign 
governments for the English edition were smaller than had been anticipated so that by 
the summer of 1922 it was calculated that the projected English edition, already planned 
on a reduced scale as compared with the IcTcnch Recueil GinAral des Actes de la Conference de la 
Paix, would involve a financial loss of about Under these circumstances the British 

Embassy in Paris ^n December 4, 1922, communicated a memorandum to the Ambassa- 
dors’ Conference in which it was observed that ‘the completion of the edition would involve 
the British Government in a loss of some thousands of pounds for editorial and printing 
expenses. In the present stringency of national finances the British Government cannot 
feel that it would be justifiable to incur this loss, and the British Embassy is instructed there- 
fore to announce to the Conference of Ambassadors that the British Government do not 
propose to proceed with the English edition, as originally approved by the Council of 
Foreign Ministers on January 13, 1920.’ • 
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representatives are free to take part, or not, in Commissions sitting in 
Germany, to be present at their meetings in an official or officious 
capacity, according to the instructions from their Government. Under these 
circumstances it seems to me that the Chairman of the Interallied Naval 
Commission of Control in Germany cannot refuse to receive American Naval 
Officers who apply to him with a view to taking part in the said Commission. 
It is not for us to change our view on a question which we have had much 
difficulty in preventing the Germans from raising. 

The Drafting Committee decided that the Germans could not derive any 
argument from the absence of the American Representatives, with a view 
to evading the obligations imposed on them under the Treaty. 

Lord Gurzon: The British Note raises two questions. It is a question here 
of American naval representatives who have come from the United States 
in order to take part in the work of the Commissions at Berlin and Heligo- 
land. On the other hand, however, the American Government is sending no 
representative to the Military Commissions. I cannot understand the differ- 
ence thus made by the Americans between the Military Commissions and the 
Naval Commissions. 

Mr. Wallace : I cannot understand it any more than you, and I will put 
the question to my Government immediately. 

Lord Gurzon: The second point is of practical importance; i.e. who is to 
pay the allowances of these officers. M. Berthelot tells me that there is no 
reason for refusing to recognize them. I admit this, strictly speaking; but 
the German Government will doubtless refuse to pay them, and naturally 
the British Government cannot think of doing so. What will the position be? 

Mr. Wallace: In view of the fact that the Germans have not yet raised 
any difficulties on that point, it would be better to leave the question open 
until I have received the instructions which I am going to ask for immediately. 

Lord Gurzon: If we are to wait for instructions from Washington it would 
be preferable for these officers not to take part in the labours of the Com- 
missions until we know what our position is. 

Mr. Wallace: It is possible that these officers may be provided with 
credentials from the American Government without my knowledge. 

M. Berthelot: There has probably been a lack of co-ordination between 
the American military and naval administration. It would be advisable for 
a joint decision to be taken, or for the American Government to point out 
the reasons for this difference which has been established between the two 
situations, which appear to be similar. In any event it seems that we ought 
to leave the American officers entirely free to act as they think fit. 

Mr. Wallace : I shall endeavour to obtain some light on i^he subject, and 
I hope to receive a reply with[in] a very short time. 

Lord Gurzon: Then we will do nothing before we hear the decision of the 
American Government? 

M. Berthelot: We might, however, ask the American officers to refrain 
from taking part in the labours of the Commission until this slight mis- 
understanding has been cleared up. 
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M. Gambon : We might inform the Chairman of the Commission that the 
Supreme Council is asking for explanations from Washington through the 
intermediary of Mr. Wallace, and considers it preferable that the American 
officers refrain from taking part in the meetings of the Commission until the 
Government of the United States has made known its intentions. 

It was decided: 

to inform the Chairman of the Interallied Naval Commission of Control 
in Germany in reply to the latter’s request conceiming the question of 
American representation on the said Commission, that the American 
representative on the Supreme Council was asking his Government whether 
the American officers were authorized to take part in the labours of the 
Commission ; and that pending a reply from the Government at W ashington 
it would he preferable for these officers to refrain provisionally from 
attending the meetings of the Commission. 

9. Lord Gurzon: I should like to raise an important question concerning 
the formation of our Council itself. This Conference has, 
^h^onfermcf during the last six months, included M. Clemenceau as Repre- 
sentative of France, Mr. Polk as Representative of the United 
States, Sir Eyre Crowe as Representative of the British Empire, M. Scialoja 
as Representative of Italy, and M. Matsui as Representative of Japan. 

It was decided two days ago to replace this Council by a Council of Foreign 
Ministers. The present state of affairs can only last a few days, since 
M. Scialoja and myself have neither the time, nor the possibility, nor — so 
far as I myself am concerned—I will add — the competence, to discuss each 
day questions of detail which take considerable time. The object of my 
journey to Paris was to examine the Adriatic question as also Turkish affairs. 
It would be impossible to prolong my stay beyond a few days. M. Scialoja, 
who has represented his country for several months on the Conference, is 
better informed than I am of the questions which are before it, but he also is 
pressed for time. It is therefore impossible for the present Council to be pro- 
longed for more than a few days. It is to be replaced by the Ambassadors’ 
Council. Would it not be preferable for the Ambassadors’ Council to take 
our place without delay? It would be better for it to examine forthwith the 
questions with which it will deal in future. I confess that I think the forma- 
tion of our Council to have been a mistake, and that it would have been 
better to institute from the outset the Council of Ambassadors. 

M. Gambon: The considerations put forward by Lord Gurzon are most 
certainly worthy of attention, but I should like to point out that we were 
appointed through a decision of the Heads of Governments, and it is for them 
to decide whether we remain in function or disperse. 

It seems to me that Lord Curzon’s proposal is beyond our competence. 

Lord Gurzon : I do not think so. It was not the Council of Heads of 
Governments which appointed us, but rather the Supreme Council, of which 
we are the legitimate successors. I consider, therefore, that we are perfectly 
free to dissolve if we think the time has come. 

See No. 54, minute 4. 
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M. Matsui: As far as I personally am concerned, the question affects me 
very little, since being at the same time Ambassador and Plenipotentiary, 
I would necessarily take part in either Council. I must point out, however, 
that the formation of a Council of Ambassadors was decided several months 
ago, in order to ensure the execution of the clauses of the Treaty with Ger- 
many, It is evident from its mandate that it is only competent to deal with 
these questions. It would not be competent to deal with other questions, 
notably with those concerning Hungary, unless indeed we extend its com- 
petence by a fresh decision; and I see difficulties in the way of such a course. 

Lord Gurzon: It would, however, be an actual practical impossibility 
for us to continue to sit indefinitely. 

M. Gambon ; In spite of Lord Gurzon’s remark, I am not convinced that 
we are not obliged to consult in this matter the Heads of Governments, 
Doubtless one has always the right to commit suicide, but it seems to me that 
it would be difficult for us to take a decision to dissolve without notifying the 
Prime Ministers. 

M. Sgialoja read the resolution adopted on December 13, 1919, at the 
meeting in London (see Appendix J).^5 fje added; In spite of the extreme 
importance of that meeting on account of the rank of the persons attending 
it, it cannot, strictly speaking, be considered as a meeting of the Supreme 
Gouncil. 

I think, however, that Lord Gurzon’s proposal is capable of a practical 
solution without our being obliged to adopt it by means of a formal resolu- 
tion. Each of us is free to delegate his powers, and to instruct either the 
Ambassador of his own Government in Paris or one of the delegates at the 
Conference, to represent him. We should thus arrive by practical means at 
the immediate formation of the Ambassadors’ Gouncil which Lord Gurzon 
desires. I agree, moreover, with my British colleague in thinking that the 
meetings of the Council cannot continue indefinitely unless the formation 
thereof is changed. 

M. Gambon: I should also like to state that since our agenda is finished, 
there will be no need to fix to-day the date of our next meeting. 

Lord Gurzon : This being the case, it is not necessary to form an imme- 
diate resolution as regards my proposal. I shall interview the British Prime 
Minister on the subject, and would be glad if my French and Italian col- 
leagues would, on their part, kindly see M. Clemenceau and M, Nitti on 
the matter. ■ 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No. 69 ^ 

Dr.-\fting Committee FOR THE Conference. 

January 12, jg 2 o. 

I, According to Article i of the Hungro^Croatian Compromise of 1868, 
‘Hungary, Groatia-Slavonia, and Dalmatia form a sole and same political com- 
Not printed. This resolution was, with verbal variation, resolution B (1-2) in No. 62, 
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munity, in relation to other nations, subject to H.M., as well as in relation to all 
other countries.’ 

In practice, however, from a point of view of international relations, no 
Groatia-Slavonia-Dalmatian individuality or character has ever been recognized 
by the Powers, regardless of what might have been in fact or in law the position 
or the character of Croatia in relation to Hungary. 

2. According to the Austrian Treaty, Article 203, and according to the present 
draft of the Hungarian Treaty, Article i86, it will be the duty of the Reparations 
Commission to estimate the contributory capacity of the ceded territories. 

It is true that a financial compromise conventionally determined the contribu- 
tive share of Croatia in regard to her own and Hungary’s mutual expenses. The 
last financial compromise, drawn up in 1906, was to expire in 1913, and has not 
been renewed. The drafting Committee is unaware as to whether or not this 
compromise has remained effective by tacit agreement. 

If the application of the quotations stipulated in the compromise be admitted 
in determining the share each of the ceded territories must assume towards the 
Plungarian debt, the estimates which are to be determined ex aequo and bono 
would, automatically, fall beyond the competence of the Reparations Commission. 
Now for political or other reasons, it is possible that the provisions of the com- 
promise were not based exclusively on the paying capacity of the two countries. 
A new system would, therefore, not be in conformity with the general principle 
adopted. 

3. Finally, it is desirable to indicate that the Financial Arrangement (Article 2) 
signed by the Serbians, relative to the contributions towards the war expenses, 
has already settled the question for these territories, inclusive of Croatia, by 
sanctioning the solution adopted in the Austrian Treaty and the present draft of 
the Hungarian Treaty. 


Appendix B to No. 69 

The Financial Commission, during its meeting of December 29, 1919, examined 
letter No, 4668, and annexes thereto, submitted by the Serb-Groat-Slovene Dele- 
gation, relative to the Peace Treaty with Hungary. 

According to the S-G-S Delegation, Groatia-Slovenia constitutes a state apart 
from Hungary. These two states alone formed the country of the Saint-Etienne 
Grown [.rzc], and their unity, comparable to the Austro-Hungarian unity, was 
regulated by compromises. The last of these compromises was established in 1904 
[? 1906]. 

Now that these countries of the Saint-Etienne Crown dissolve their union, it is 
desirable to effect a liquidation. The method of conducting this licjuidation has 
been set forth by the S-C-S Delegation. The Delegation considers that in the 
division of the Hungarian debt and in the payment of public properties it will be 
impossible to apply provisions similar to those inserted in the Austrian Treaty, 
which were provided for ceded territories and not for states united under a same 
crown, the separation of which has been decided upon. 

The Financial Commission, before examining the liquidation methods to be 
applied between Flungary and Croatia-SIavonia, desires the opinion of the Legal 
Advisers on the question of International Law raised by the Serb Delegation. 

Are there any grounds for assuming that Croatia-SIavonia enjoyed special 
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statutes distinguishing her from the Banat, Prekomania, and other Hungarian 
comitats? 

Were the successive compromises between Plungary and Groatia-Slavonia 
similar to the compromises between Hungary and Austria? 

Do they authorize us to conclude that Groatia-Slavonia was an independent 
State, possessing an independent debt, and having full possession of domanial 
properties the greater part of which have been, in all probability, governed by the 
common Hungarian administration? 

Do these compromises authorize Groatia-Slavonia to claim a right of possession 
over common Hungro-Groatian property, whether situated in Croatia or in 
Hungary? 

Do these compromises authorize a distinction between the Groat-Slovene 
expenses and the Hungarian expenses,, as well as the common expenditures of 
Hungary and Croatia ? 

What was the quota of Groatia-Slavonia in the contribution towards the 
common expenses in 1914? 

As soon as the Financial Commission receives the advice of the Legal Advisers, 
it will be in a position to examine the technical provisions proposed by the Serb 
Delegation relative to the division of the debts and the payment of public pro- 
perties. 

Appendix C to No. 69 
Peace Conference, Financial Commission. 

January iSy ig20. 

The Financial Commission has examined the proposition made by the Economic 
Commission, relative to a modification to be introduced into the text of Article 1 94 
of the Peace Conditions with Hungary (corresponding to the Article 260 of the 
Treaty with Germany) destined to give satisfaction to a claim made by the Dele- 
gation of the S-G-S. 

The Financial Commission considers that it is not in a position to appreciate 
whether the maintenance in the Hungarian territories, ^vhich have been trans- 
ferred to the Kingdom of the S-C-S, of majorats, ensuring certain Hungarian 
subjects both an economic influence in vast estates and certain lordly rights, 
^\'Ould not be likely to create political or administrative difficulties. 

The Commission esteems that it is a political question which can only be settled 
by political measures and not by financial clauses. 

The terms of Article 194 of the Peace Treaty with Hungary (corresponding to 
Article 211 of the Treaty with Austria) should, according to the opinion of the 
Financial Commission, be taken in a restrictive sense, in order not to infringe the 
principle laid down by Article 250 (corresponding to Article 267 of the Treaty 
with Austria), and make it possible to the States wdiich have ceded Hungarian 
territories to obtain through the intermediary of the Reparations Commission the 
disposition of Hungarian property, which they were forbidden to liquidate them- 
selves. 

Appendix G TO No. 69 

I. In a resolution h.d. 102 (i)^ ofNov. 29, 1919, the Supreme Council, in order 
to permit Mr. Polk to refer to his Government, decided to postpone the settlement 
of the percentages to be observed in the distribution between the Principal Allied 



and Associated Powers, of enemy battleships [«c] and port material claimed from 
Germany by the Protocol of November i . 

A similar decision was taken in the resolution h.d. 104® (VF® of December 2, 
in regard to enemy submarines). 

2. The Treaty of Peace with Germany will shortly come into force. This Treaty 
provides that the ships to be delivered shall be taken to Allied Ports; therefore, 
these ports should be indicated; but this cannot be done before the attribution of 
the ships shall have been agreed upon by the Powers concerned. Now this distri- 
bution depends upon the percentage. 

3. For the above reasons, it is requested that the Government of the United 
States be invited to make known, as soon as possible, whether it accepts the pro- 
posal presented by the other four Allied Powers, concerning the distribution of the 
enemy surface battleships [w] and submarines, and of the port material. 

Appendix H to No. 69 
Document i 

Note relative to a General Compilation of the Acts of the Conference 
Peace Conference, Secretariat General. 

The Secretariat General of the Conference has, at the request of the Delegations, 
taken up the question of printing a General Compilation of the Acts of the Con- 
ference. The plan of classification hereto annexed (Annex A)^’ is appi-oved by the 
General Secretariats of the Principal Powers.^® 

The Secretariat General has the honour to submit this plan for adoption by the 
Supreme Council, with a special request that the Council pronounce, in particular, 
on the following points : 

(A) Printing of the Acts of the Supreme Council. 

Those Acts only exist in a state of mimeographed copies, and as they are liable 
to disappear rapidly, it is desirable to have them printed and kept in the Archives 
of the Governments having participated in the different phases of the Supreme 
Council. 

It is certain that during the execution of the Treaties of 1919, the Allies will be 
obliged to repeatedly refer, for interpretation of texts, to the Resolutions of the 
Supreme Council and to the discussions which preceded their adoption. 

The number of copies of the Acts of the Supreme Council might be limited to 
100 to each of the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

(B) Distribution of the Minutes and Reports of the Commissions. 

In the course of the Conference, copies of the minutes and reports were printed 
and distributed among the Delegations for their immediate needs. However, in 
the course of the execution of the Treaties, the various ministerial Departments of 
the Allied and Associated Powers and the organizations on execution will i-equire 
an ensemble of these documents printed and bound, as is the custom at the con- 
clusion of any international Conference. 

In error for IX, i.e. minute 9. 

Document 2 below. 

Note in original: ‘The British Delegatidii has agreed to publish the compilation in 
English; the Secretariat General will publish the French compilation.’ (See note 13 above.) 
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However, in view of the character of certain Commissions whose deliberations 
are to remain secret, it is desirable to arrange distribution and publicity rules to 
cover these various documents. 

The Drafting Committee has given its views in the annexed note (Annex B).^9 
The Secretariat General agrees in regard to the part upon which the Drafting 
Committee was unanimous, but refers to the Supreme Council for a decision 
relative to No. 4 of Part I of the said Note, namely: 

4. Each of the other Allied and Associated Powers should receive the Minutes 
and Reports of the Commissions (including the Sub-Commissions, Committees, 
or Sub-Committees) in which they participated. 

1. Whether the Minutes of the Commissions should be distributed to Powers 
other than those having participated therein; 

2. Whether these documents should be not only delivered privately, but 
generally published. 

(1) As there wei’e two different kinds of Commissions; those of a general order 
in which all the Powers with special interests were represented by Delegates 
nominated by them ; or those in which only a few Powers with special interests 
were represented ; the Secretariat General esteems : 

that, relative to the Acts of the first named Commissions, it is desirable to dis- 
tribute them to all the Powers having special interests; 

and that, relative to the Acts of the second named Commissions, only the Powers 
represented — and not those merely consulted — should be entitled to these docu- 
ments. 

(2) Concerning general publication, the Secretariat General esteems that, in 
conformity with the rules of the Conference, only the Protocols of the Plenary 
Sessions should be given publicity, and that the other documents of the conference 
which bear the mention ‘Confidential’ should be reserved for the exclusive use of 
the Governments. 

Document 2 “ 

Annex General Compilation of the Acts of the Peace Conference 
CLASSIFICATION PLAN 
Part I. Acts of the Supreme Council 
(Not printed and reserved.) 

A. Council of the Heads of Governments and of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs. 

(January 12-March 24, 1919). 

B. Council of the Heads of Governments (March 25-June 28, 1919). 

G. Council of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs (March 27-July 5, 1919). 

D. Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers (July 5, ipig-January 
“ 1920). 

Part II. Minutes of the Supreme Economic Council 

Part III. Protocols of the Plenary Sessions, and of the Meetings of the Powers of Special 
Interests 

A. Plenary Sessions : Protocols I to 8. 

B. Meetings of the Powers of Special Interests (2 and 3). 

Document 3 below. Blank in original. 
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Part IV. Commissions of the Conference. {Minutes, Acts, and Reports) 

A. Committee on the Verification of Powers. 

2. Drafting Committee. 

B. General Questions. 

1 . Commission of the League of Nations. 

2. Commission of the Responsibility of the Authors of the War, and penalties, 

3. Commission on the Reparations of Damages. 

4. Commission on International Labour Legislation, 

5. Commission of the International Regime of Ports, Waterways, and Rail- 

ways. 

6. Financial Commission. 

7. Economic Commission. 

8. Air Commission. 

g. Prisoners of War Commission. 

10. Geographical Commission. 

C. Territorial Questions. 

1. Commission on Czecho-Siovak Affairs. 

2. Commission on Polish Affairs. 

(fl) Interallied Polish Commission. 

{b) Permanent Interallied Teschen Commission. 

{c) Commission on Polish Affairs (Paris) . 

{d) Commission for the Negotiation of an Armistice between Poland and 
Ukrainia, 

3. Commission on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Affairs. 

4. Commission on Greek and Albanian Affairs. 

5. Commission on Danish and Belgian Affairs. 

6. Commission on Baltic Affairs. 

7. Central Committee on Territorial Questions. 

D. Special Questions. 

{a) Preparation of the Treaties with enemy States. 

1 . Commission of the Drafting of the Military, Naval, and Aerial Clauses. 

2. Commission on Sub-Marine Gables. 

3. Moroccan Commission. 

4. Commission on German Colonies. 

5. Interallied Commission to [.y/r] the Left Bank of the Rhine. 

6. Tien-Tsin Commission. 

{b) Treaties between Allies. 

1 . Commission on New States. 

2. Revision of the Acts of Berlin and Brussels. 

m 

(c) Divers Treaties. 

1. Spitzberg Commission. 

2. Commission on the Revision of the Treaties of 1839. 

'FdiXi 'V. Treaties-~Negotiation and Signing of 
A. Treaties and Conventions with Enemy Powers. 
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{a) Germany. 

1. From the convocation of the German Delegation until the delivery of the 

Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions (April 17- 
May 29, 1919.) 

2. Study of the Observations of the German Delegation and Reply of the 

Allies. (Minutes of the Reply and Coordination Committees.) (May 10- 
Jime 16, 1919.) 

3. From the delivery of the Observations of the German Delegations until 

the signing of the Treaty (from May 30 to June 28, 1919). 

Annex — Successive Stages of the Treaty. 

(b) Austria. 

1. From the convocation of the Austrian Delegation until the delivery of the 

Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions (May 2- 
August 6, 1919.) 

2. Study of the Observations of the Austrian Delegation and Reply of the 

Allies. (Minutes of the Reply and Coordination Committees.) (August 
6-September 2, 1919.) 

3. From the delivery of the Observations of the Austrian Delegation "until 

the signing of the Treaty (from August 6 to September 10, 1919). 
Annex — Successive stages of the Treaty. 

(c) Bulgaria. 

1. From the convocation of the Bulgarian Delegation until the delivery of the 

Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions. (July 10- 
October 24, 1919.) 

2. Study of the Observations of the Bulgarian Delegation and Reply of the 

Allies (Minutes of the Reply and Coordination Committees.) (October 
25-November 3, 1919.) 

3. From the delivery of the Observations of the Bulgarian Delegation until 

the signing of the Treaty (from October 27 to November 27, 1919). 
Annex — Successive stages of the Treaty. 

(d) Hungary. 

I. From the convocation of the Hungarian Delegation until the delivery of 
the Observations of that Delegation on the Peace Conditions (December 

I. 1919)- 

2.20 

3 “ 

Annex — Successive stages of the Treaty. 

(r) Turkey. 

I. From the convocation of the Ottoman Delegation to the departure of that 
Delegation. (June 4-July 4, 1919.) 

B. Treaties and Conventions with the Allies. ^ 

(a) General Treaties between Allies. 

1. Aeronautic. 

2. Arms. 

3. Spirits. 

4. Revision of the Acts of Berlin and Brussels. 
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(b) Special Treaties between Allies. 

1. Poland. 

2. Gzecho-Siovakia. 

3. Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

4. Roumania. 

5. Greece. 

6. Etc. 

G. Treaties and Conventions with other States. 

1. Spitzberg. 

2. Revision of the Treaties of 1839. 



Part VI. Treaties — Entry into Force 

A. Preparations of the Entry into Force. 

1. Committee on the Execution of the Clauses of the Treaty. 

2. Rhineland Commission. 

3. Commission on German Colonies and Mandates, 

4. Scapa Flow Commission. 

5. Prisoners of War Commission. 

6. Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission. 

7. Commission of the League of Nations. 

8. Commission on the Organization of the Labour Conference. 

9. Organization Commission on Mixed Tribunals. 

B. Exchange of Notes relative to the Entry into Force. 

1. Germany. 

2. Austria. 

3. Bulgaria. 

4. Etc. 

G. Ratification, Accession, and Entry into Force. 

Part VI 1 . Miscellaneous Documents 

1. Delegation Alemoranda. 

2. Fiume and Smyrna Inquiry Commissions. 

3. Etc. 


Documents 

Annex Mote for the Secretariat General 

September 23, igig. 

The Secretariat General of the Conference has asked the Drafting Committee 
to present its opinion relative to the distribution of the documents concerning the 
preparatory labours of the Peace Treaties. 
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The Committee has the honour to reply as follows : 

I 

1. Each of the Allied and Associated Powers and each of the enemy Powers 
concerned should receive the minutes of the sessions of the Gongress,^^ that is, the 
Versailles Sessions, relating to Germany; the Saint-Germain Sessions, relating to 
Austria; and the sessions at Paris and Neuilly, relating to Bulgaria. 

2. Each of the Allied and Associated Powers should receive the Minutes of the 
Plenary Sessioyis of the Peace Conference, which is an Interallied Conference. 

3. Each of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should receive all the 
Minutes and Reports of the Commissions (including the Sub-Commissions, Com- 
mittees, or Sub-Committees) and in general all the official works of the Conference. 

4. Each of the other Allied and Associated Powers should receive the Minutes 
and Reports of the Commissions (including the Sub-Commissions, Committees, or 
Sub-Committees) in which they participated. 

The opinion of the Committee is unanimous on these different questions. 

II 

Relative to the questions as to whether or not the distribution above referred to 
should be extended, and, in particular, if the minutes of the Commissions should 
be distributed to Powers other than those having participated therein — whether 
these documents should be given publication instead of being delivered privately — 
the Drafting Committee, whose views on this point are not unanimous, esteems 
that this point is essentially a political matter and that any legislation pertaining 
thereto should be submitted to the Supreme Council. 

For the Drafting Committee. 


Appendix I to No, 69 

British Delegation, Paris. 

January 12, ig20. 

Memorandum 

The question has been raised by the President of the Naval Interallied Commis- 
sion of Control for Germany as to American representation on that Commission. 

He states that the United States officers designated by their Government as 
members of the Commission propose to present themselves to him, in his capacity 
as President. 

His view is that he cannot recognize them as members of a Commission set up 
under a Treaty to which their Government is not a party; and he requests that the 
Supreme Council may decide as to whether the American representatives can form 
part of his Commission, either officially or unofficially. If they co-operate un- 
officially, it is thought that the Germans may have the right to refuse to pay any 
expenses on their behalf. 

It appears that the term Congress was here employed in the technical sense whereby 
a Peace Congress was distinguished from a Peace Conference in that the former, unlike 
the latter, included representatives of enemy powers. 
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LC.p. 14] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British^ 
French and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d' Or say, 
Paris, on Tuesday, January 13, ig20, at g p,m. 

Present: British Empire'. The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister. 

France: M. Glemenceau. 

Italy : Signor Nitti, General Cavallero, Colonel Castoldi. 

Secretariat: British Empire: Sir M. Hankey. France: M. Berthelot, 
M. de Martelle, A Stenographer. Italy: Signor Trornbetti, 

The following were also present : 

British Empire: Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Berthelot. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

Mr. Lloyd George : I have had another discussion with the Jugoslavs. 
They are quite inclined to accept our proposals. The Slovenes would be veiy 
happy to arrive at a settlement, but it is they who hold all that little corner 
regarding which there is a question of making concessions. The Prince’s 
secretary^ told me that what they expect is that you should impose a solution. 
The Slovenes represent in all 700,000 persons, some of whom must be trans- 
ferred to Italy. There is no doubt that the Groats and Serbs are ready to 
accept our proposals if we say clearly to them: this is our solution. 

The Chairman: Signor Nitti, do you accept the regime of Danzig? 

Signor Nitti: It is rather difficult, for the conditions are not the same in 
ail the territories. 

The Chairman: I am making a concession; if you make none we cannot 
arrive at an agreement. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Whereas Danzig is a commercial port, at Fiume all 
the trade of the port comes from the interior, and if the Serbs and Croats are 
not given satisfaction on this point we shall not arrive at a settlement, unless 
the regime of Danzig is applied to the port of Fiume. The interests of the 
town and port of Fiume are altogether distinct from each other. 

Signor Nitti : It will be necessary to study the regime which it is advisable 
to give to Fiume, while providing international guarantees. 

The Chairman: Guarantees without some one to apply them are nothing 
but a scrap of paper. 

Mr. Lloyd George : If there are any works to be carried out in the port 
of Fiume, it is not the town of Fiume which will bear the expense, but the 
Flungarians anfl. Serb-Groats. 

The Chairman: Do you agree that the town should be assigned to the 
Italians and the port to the hinterland? 

Signor Nitti: By whom will the port be governed? 

The Chairman: How is the Governor of Danzig appointed? 

I The Prince Regent of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Groats and Slovenes was then in Paris. 
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Signor Nitti : I agree that the organisation of the port should be effected 
by the League of Nations, 

Mrj Lloyd George: It is the League of Nations that appoints the 
Governor of Danzig, 

The Chairman: I agree that it should be the same in the case of Flume. 

Signor Nitti: Then the Governor of the port will be appointed by the 
League of Nations and the organisation of the port will be approved by the 
League of Nations. We agree. What we desire is that no one^s interests 
should be sacrificed. 

Mr. Lloyd George: The League of Nations will organise the port and 
will have the railway under its control. 

The Chairman: We agree. 

Signor Nitti : Do not let us speak of Danzig, because of certain local 
difficulties. 

The Chairman ; We will not speak of Danzig. 

Mr. Lloyd George: And what about Lagosta? 

The Chairman: Signor Tittoni said he did not ask for Lagosta. 

Mr. Lloyd George: And the ‘corridor’? 

Signor Nitti : We are agreed as to the corridor to the north. 

The Chairman: I never go back on my word. If I gave it to Signor Nitti, 
I should be very pleased to do so, but I am giving it to d’Annunzio, and that 
is why I am not very pleased to do so. 

Signor Nitti : When you have granted us that, the matter will be settled. 

The Chairman: Naturally, when I have given him all that he asks he will 
claim nothing further. And Zara ! 

Signor Nitti: We were agreed as to Zara. But there is still the question 
ofSebenico. 

The Chairman : I give Zara to the Italians as an Italian town, but seeing 
that you have a port like Pola, we cannot refuse Sebenico to the Slavs. 

Signor Nitti : That makes the situation very difficult. 

The Chairman: It is difficult for everybody. I assure you that I state the 
utmost limit of my concessions at once. I cannot take Sebenico from the 
Serbs, otherwise I should be their enemy. The Serbs said the other day that 
if they were attacked they could not defend themselves. For them it is a 
question of life or death. I undertake to bring urgent pressure to bear on the 
Serbs in order to finish with the matter. I have given you everything, I have 
nothing left to give. 

Signor Nitti: The northern frontier is of supreme importance to us. 

The Chairman: I agree that the Albanian population should be given the 
right of minorities. 

M. Berthelot (Director of Political Affairs) : An arrangement might be 
adopted similar to that which was decided upon in the case of the Ruthenes. 
A group of Ruthenes was enclosed in the Czechoslovak State. It was arranged 
that the Ruthenes should have certain rights and parliamentary representa- 
tion, Those rights were defined in agreement with the Czechoslovaks. 

Mr. Lloyd George: The Ruthenes in the Czechoslovak State have a 
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Diet and at the same time they send representatives to the Czechoslovak 
Parliament. 

M. Berthelot: It would not be necessary to constitute a Diet; we should 
be guided by a broad conception of the right of minorities. 

Signor Nitti: It is to the interest both of the League of Nations and the 
Jugoslavs that the port should work under the best possible conditions. Who 
will look after Sushak? 

The Chairman: The League of Nations. 

Signor Nitti: It is important that the question of the railway should be 
settled. 

The Chairman: The League of Nations will settle it. 

Signor Nitti : I beg you to consider this question, if only in the interests 
of the Jugoslavs. 

M. Berthelot: The following formula might be adopted; Fiume for the 
Italians; Sushak for the Jugoslavs and the port for the League of Nations. 

The Chairman: We might quite well adopt that formula. 

Signor Nitti : The important point is that the work of the port should be 
carried on. We want the Jugoslavs to give us a guarantee that they will 
respect those elements of the population who wish to remain Italian. 

The Chairman : They will only have to become naturalised. 

(M. Veniselos was here announced.) 

The Chairman: The business before us is to solve the question of the 
. Adriatic. 

The Italians declare that if you will give them Athens, they will accept it 
with pleasure. 

Will you please state your claims as regards Albania? We hope that we shall 
be able to come to an understanding at once. That is why we have summoned 
you in such haste. 

M. Veniselos; I think that we are not far from an understanding, I have 
lately had occasion to discuss this subject with Signor Tittoni. There have 
hitherto been no serious divergencies of opinion. A rectification was con- 
templated of the line formerly traced to the north. 

What decided us on putting forward this claim was that if the line is main- 
tained as traced, North-Eastern Greece will be separated from North- 
Western Greece by the whole of that great mountain chain. 

Here is a map showing the line for which we asked and here is the rectifica- 
tion that we submitted, in agreement with a commission with which Signor 
Tittoni put me in touch. 

I can let the Supreme Council have a map showing exactly the rectified line. 

The Chairman: Has Signor Nitti any remark to make on this point? 

Signor Nittk It is a little complicated. It will be necessary to see how the 
frontier has been traced, 

M. Veniselos: As far as I am concerned, I accept this frontier, on which 
we agreed with Signor Tittoni. 

The Chairman: You came to an agreement with Signor Tittoni? 

M. Veniselos; Yes, Mr. Chairman. . 
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i’HE Chairman: Is Signor Nitti aware of this agreement? 

Signor Nitti: Yes, but it is necessary that certain conditions should be 
fulfilled. 

M. Veniselos: There is a general agreement as to everything that con- 
cerns us. 

The Chairman: Then we are agreed. 

M. Veniselos: If the Supreme Council has no further question to ask me 
I will withdraw. 

(M. Veniselos then withdrew.) 

Signor Nitti: We have relations with the Jugoslavs and with the Greeks, 
and the general agreement of which M. Veniselos speaks is subsidiary to an 
agreement regarding Asia Minor. 

The Chairman: That does not concern us. We cannot agree that the 
question should be stated in that manner. What we are endeavouring to 
bring about at present is an agreement concerning the Adriatic. 

Signor Nitti: In this way we are decreasing the chances of discussion, 
Mr. Chairman, but it is for you to decide the procedure. At the present time 
we are giving without receiving anything. 

The Chairman: As usual! You should have said that when M. Veniselos 
was here. 

Signor Nitti : It is a question of procedure. 

The Chairman: We are at present settling the question of the Adriatic, 
and we shall settle the question of Asia Minor later on. 

Signor Nitti: I wish to make a slight reservation. 

The Chairman: The agreements which you may have entered into do not 
concern us. We are at the present moment settling the question of the 
Adriatic; we shall settle that of Asia Minor later on. 

(Signor Nitti withdrew, leaving Signor Trombetti.) 

(MM. Pasitch and Trumbitch were here introduced.) 

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have just had a long and comprehensive 
conversation with Signor Nitti. We have discussed all the points with him. 
Mr. Lloyd George and I are agreed as to the concessions to be made and we 
have insisted on the concessions to be obtained from Italy. As a result of that 
discussion, we have drafted a text which will be submitted to you; after 
having heard it, you will give us your opinion; but I must warn you that it 
will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to obtain better terms. We have 
done everything that we could. In my opinion, you obtain the maximum 
amount of satisfaction. I have secured Sebenico (?) for you, Cherso and 
Lagosta are left to you. In fine, the note will be read to you. 

(The note contained in the annex [Appendix A] was hereupon read 
aloud.) *» 

That, gentlemen, is what we have agreed upon. I consider that we have 
made an effort in your favour, which, if I may say so, has been crowned with 
success. The real price of all this is Fiume and its annexation to Italian 
territory; if we had not made that concession, we should not have obtained 
the rest. 
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As far as I am concerned, I was struck with the argument you put forwaW, 
namely, that you must be given the right to defend yourselves. That seems 
to me obvious. That is why I would not give way with regard to Sel^enico, 
where you can establish a military port if you so desire. 

The great advantage of this arrangement is that we find a way out of a 
situation which was becoming insoluble for everybody. If we can tell 
Mr. Wilson that the Italians and Jugoslavs are agreed, I do not think that he 
can oppose his veto any longer; and that you will [i-fc] be a great success for 
all of us. You keep the islands; the Italians have not got Gherso, they have no 
establishment which is really on your coast; Zara, as a free town, can in no 
way prejudice you; consequently, the Serb-Groat-Slovene State will exist 
in the plenitude of its power. And above all, you have Scutari, the Drin 
and Saint John of Medua. All this seems to me to represent considerable 
advantages. 

I therefore urge with all my power on behalf of the British Government, on 
behalf of the French Government, I may say on behalf of Europe, that you 
cause our negotiations to be crowned with success and enable us to finish 
to-day. 

M. Trumbitgh : I have to express our gratitude to the Great Powers which 
have worked for and done their best to arrive at a compromise which would, 
in their opinion, cause us most satisfaction, and this sentiment of gratitude 
makes it all the more regrettable that it should be my duty to raise objections 
to the scheme which has been communicated to us. The entire situation, and 
more especially the geographical one, is well known to us, and we are well 
aware of the importance of the Adriatic questions for our entire State. 

Furthermore, we are conscious that it is our duty to co-operate with the 
principal Allied and Associated Powers, in order to arrive at a positive result 
in the interests of general peace. This second consideration renders even 
more painful our manifest duty of raising objections with regard to this 
scheme. 

The first question to be dealt with is that of Fiume and of the territory 
which could connect this city with Italy — the question of Italian sovereignty 
over Fiume. 

There are two great groups on the Adriatic, two vast lungs containing 
50,000,000 inhabitants; we have agreed to the cession of Trieste and its great 
slopes to Italy, which proves that we have taken the situation into account. 
This settlement was not an equitable one from the ethnographical point of 
view, but as other reasons militated in its favour, we duly considered them. 
As regards the gulf and town of Fiume, however, as regards this large port 
which is the terminus of a first-rate trade route — the only route of the entire 
hinterland, in feet — the settlement proposed is impossible . ...- 
The Chairman: We are giving you this port. 

M. Trumbitgh: So I understand, and I beg to express my thanks for your 
intention to allow us trading possibilities with Fiume. The establishment of 
foreign sovereignty at Fiume will, however, render our trade precarious, 
^ Punctuation as in original. 
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notwithstanding all guarantees, international or otherwise. We would be 
shut out of Fiume, if ever relations became strained between the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State and Italy. Seeing how close the Italian frontier is to the railway 
which links Fiume with Slovakia [PSlovenia], we should be done for if complica- 
tions arose. We cannot yield on this point. Fiume is the only port available 
for our imports or exports, or through which we could obtain war material in 
case of necessity. We have no other access to the sea, no other port . . . .^ 

The Chairman: You will have this port in peace time. Your argument 
is that war might break out, but this might happen to any country and cannot 
be prevented; nobody can prevent it. You cannot ask us to make arrange- 
ments which would allow a war to break out later on; on the contrary, it 
seems to me that the necessity for co-operation will be yet another reason for 
preventing the outbreak of war. 

M. Berthelot ; And then you have the guarantee of the League of Nations. 

M. Trumbitch; That is true, and this argument carries great weight. 
But the existence of the League of Nations does not exclude the possibility of 
a state of war between two States. 

The Chairman: Notwithstanding the existence of the League of Nations, 
London might perhaps declare war on Paris to-morrow. The future is not 
within my ken. 

M. Trumbitch: Serbia used to be a State surrounded by neighbouring 
States on all sides. She did everything in her power, accepted any and every 
sacrifice in order to reach the sea, to have access to the sea. We have now 
become an important State, but would not have access to the sea, com- 
mercially speaking . . . ? 

The Chairman: No, no; you will have Saint John of Medua. 

M. Trumbitch : Time will be required to fit it up. 

The Chairman: Time is required for everything. 

M. Trumbitch : Can we say with certainty that we would have been able 
to organise? If war should break out, should we be able without fail to have 
an outlet allowing of successful organisation? 

The Chairman: It is my opinion that every policy must take time into 
account, I should like, M. Trumbitch, to make a remark. 

Cali to mind the time when, in the interests of all, Serbia accepted all 
Austria’s terrible conditions. Serbia could not well have made a greater sacri- 
fice than the one which she consented to make — and yet this did not prevent 
the outbreak of war. You then behaved admirably, as did France, England 
and the United States, in a war such as humanity had never seen before. 
And now Serbia occupies the entire eastern coast of the Adriatic. She will 
occupy Fiume in peace time. She will be mistress of this po3;t during peace 
time. That cannot be disputed. Furthermore, Fiume is chiefly an outlet for 
Hungary and Transylvania, rather than for Serbia. 

M. Trumbitch : Not for Serbia. 

The Chairman: Weil, Serbia is being given all the islands near the coast 
and the entire coast, with Spalato and Sebenico, without being forbidden to 
have a war fleet. . . .^ And you say that time will be required for this. - I 
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should think so! But will not we Frenchmen, who have had ten departments 
devastated, require time and millions (which we have not got) to make good 
our losses? 

I went to London. I went hat in hand to beg of Mr. Lloyd George, so as 
to get a loan from England. Would you not call that a sacrifice? And we will 
have to make many more sacrifices. 

Therefore, if Serbia wants everything at once, we cannot give it to her. 

Nobody opposed the idea of giving Fiume to Italy more than I did, and 
yet now I have made an effort in that direction. And why? So that you 
should have all the rest. You must decide now, or not decide; you must say 
yes or no. If you say ‘No’, the Treaty of London will have to settle matters. 
And what a pickle we shall be in. Italy will remain in a state of revolution. 
This will suit neither you nor us. You will get nothing in Dalmatia, and it 
will be absolutely impossible for us to conclude peace. 

In view of these circumstances, I think that every effort should be made on 
both sides. I have, moreover, set an example, and have made various con- 
cessions to the Allies. They have fought valiantly in our cause, and that is 
why I thought that concessions should be made to them. I was blamed for 
this in the French Chamber of Deputies, but this did not alter my opinion 
that I had acted for the best. 

I beg you, therefore, to make an effort. In political life, there always 
comes a time when one must have the courage to say yes or no; it is the 
attribute of statesmen to know when to be resolute. One cannot be a states- 
man without accepting responsibility. 

Some of your countrymen will, I presume, tell you (as I have been told) 
that you did not put up any resistance, and will blame you. It is always easy 
to formulate reproaches concerning work in which one did not share, and to 
blame those who carried it out. But do not forget that the fate of Serbia is 
closely linked with that of the Entente, with that of England, with that of 
France — who are asking you to consent to what is said in this note. 

And it is no small thing to see England, who has made enormous sacrifices, 
to see ravaged France turn towards Serbia and say: ‘You know that we have 
opposed Italy for more than a year, French soldiers have been killed by 
Italians in Fiume; could there be anything sadder than that? There were 
English warships in the port of Fiume, and they left; there were American 
warships, and they left. France was the last to go, but she left in the end. 
Do you call that a pleasant state of things?’ 

But there was one predominating object — that of the great peace which we 
shall bring into being, and thanks to which Serbia will begin to take an 
important plaoe in the world. 

As you say, time will be required, but no country can develop without the 
aid of time. It is necessary, therefore, that you should accept the situation. 
If you do not accept it, I will be unable to negotiate; we shall have to fall 
back on the Treaty of London, and peace will never be attained. 

At the beginning of the war your nation gave such a grand example of 
sacrifice as made me doubt the evidence of my senses. You were noble and 
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generous ; you showed yourselves to be imbued with concern for Europe as 
a whole. England and France intervened gladly on your behalf; they wish to 
be and to remain your friends, they desire that Serbia should develop and 
grow materially, territorially, and morally. You cannot say to them: ‘What 
you have done has been in vain. We are now strangers.’ I beg you not to do 
that. 

Mr. Lloyd George: I quite agree with what our chairman has said. 

M. Trumbitgh : Mr. Chairman, your words move me deeply. What you 
have said has gone straight to our hearts, and death would, I think, be less 
painful to me than the fact that I must refrain from telling you, with grateful 
thanks, that I accept the proposed settlement. Yet I cannot accept it. I beg 
that you will not, even indirectly and involuntarily, accuse us of not being 
willing to make a sacrifice in the general interest. We have already given 
proof of our goodwill by consenting to have territory containing 400,000 
inhabitants lopped off. . . ? 

The Chairman: I know that. 

M. Trumbitgh : We continue to be willing to make all necessary sacrifices, 
but Fiume represents a political error. How can it profit Italy to take away 
an outlet which does not belong to her, to take Lissa? In Lissa there is not 
one Italian to a thousand inhabitants, who live by fishing and by selling their 
agricultural produce to us at Spalato. What sense is there in demilitarising 
the islands? 

If the reason is to arrive at a settlement of a temporary situation in Italy 
or in our country, I do not consider it a good one. 

What is really necessary is to create enduring relations between Italy and 
ourselves. Would our responsibility not be tremendous towards our nation 
and the whole world if, in twenty years’ time, a dispute were to arise by 
reason of the situation now created? 

The Chairman: Yes. 

M. Trumbitgh: That is why the line we now propose is net an academic 
idea. It represents the sum of our convictions on the map. 

The Chairman: I understand. But M. Berthelot, who is veiy well read, 
c|uoted a saying of Montesquieu to us the other day, which I should like to 
recall to you: Tn politics,’ Montesquieu says, ‘one has never to choose 
between a good and a bad course ; one chooses between the balance of dis- 
advantages.’ Now, there are disadvantages in the good course and also in the 
bad ; it is between the balance of disadvantages that it is necessary to choose. 

As far as I am concerned, I am not discussing Italy with you, except as 
regards one point, which I am entitled to mention to you, because I said so 
to Signor Nitti. I consider that the strategical position of Fiume is the worst 
that can be conceived. The town is surrounded on all sides by the Jugo- 
slavs, and is only linked to Italy by a narrow strip of land which could be cut 
off by two or three shells. Consequently, I do not think the position danger- 
ous for the Serb-Croat-Slovene State; on the contrary, I consider it bad for 
Italy. 

But Italy is yielding to a question of sentiment. What can one do? I 
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cannot forget certain facts. I have had many quarrels with Italy, but I cannot 
forget that her soldiers fought and died on our battlefields with their British, 
American and French comrades. ® 

What is one to do? History is not being born to-day; and she will still con- 
tinue at a time when we shall no longer know her workings. The present peace 
is a pause ; who can say whether, when intercourse is re-established between 
Serbia and Italy, relations and opinions will not evolve in one direction or 
another? We can know nothing. Who can say whether different situations 
will not result in the various territories? We may even be certain that that 
will happen, because that is fate. 

I can talk to you as I do because of my great age; it is the only advantage 
I can claim over you; but the mistake when one makes arrangements, what- 
ever they may be, is to believe that time is going to stand still, that nothing 
will ever change again. But everything changes, my dear friend, the world 
changes, men change as well as countries; trade which used to take one 
direction turns in another; new relations are established. Do you think it 
possible to judge the state of the Europe of to-morrow by the state of that 
same Europe five or six years ago? It is quite a different world. 

You are right; I agree with all that you have said, and I have told the 
Italians so; but when I ask you to make certain concessions, do not imagine 
that life is going to stand still, and that the arrangements we are making will 
remain unchanged. No. The just share assigned to you only represents a 
small share of wider justice. The Italians have the Dodecanese; they were 
glad to take those islands from the Greeks at the time of the war with 
Turkey they are going to restore them. 

For all these reasons, consider the total sum of justice and legitimate 
satisfaction which you will have gained for your compatriots. Of course they 
will not be entirely satisfied; one never is. France and England are not 
satisfied; no one is anywhere. But you who are deciding the destiny of nations 
at this moment, if you are convinced that you are obtaining real material 
and moral satisfaction for your country, which will increase its self-respect, 
give it fresh strength for action, and prepare it for the economic struggles of 
the future, you may be sure that you will have done great things in the interests 
of your country by accepting the agreement we are proposing. 

You will meet with men who will blame you, as we have been blamed; 
there is no doubt of that. But long after you are dead, justice will be done to 
your memory and perhaps statues will be raised to you by the children of 
those by whom you have been insulted. In any case, even if no statues are 
raised to your memory, you will have the satisfaction of having fulfilled your 
duty to your country; for my part, I know no greater satisfaction. 

M. Trumbitch: I am extremely sorry not to be able to give you a satis- 
factory reply ; in any case, M. Pasitch and I cannot assume the responsibility 
of giving you a definitely negative reply. Please allow us to consult our 
colleagues. 

3 Italy occupied the islands of the Dodecanese during the Turco-Italian War of 1 9 1 1 -i 2, 
and maintained her occupation of them. 



I would ask you, at the same time, Mr. Chairman, kindly to let us have a 
copy of the note which was read to us, also of the map mentioned in the note. 
The? Chairman: That document only states the case approximately. 

M. Trumbitgh: I understand; it gives the general outlines. 

{The meeting adjourned at g. 20 p.m.) 


Appendix A to No. 70 
The Adriatic Question 

The corpus separatum of Fiume to be under Italian sovereignty. The town of 
Sushak to go to the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. The whole port to be handed over 
with all facilities for its development, as well as for that of the railways terminating 
there, to the League of Nations, which will make such arrangements as it may see 
fit in the interests of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State, Hungary and Transylvania, as 
well as of the town itself. 

2. The free State to disappear and the boundary between Italy and the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene State to be drawn (a) so as to provide a connection by road along 
the coast within Italian territory, but to leave the whole of the railway from Fiume 
northwards through Adelsberg within the Serb-Groat-Slovene State; where the 
railway from Fiume passes along the coast the boundary is drawn between the road 
and the railway; (b) so as to provide for the protection of Trieste involving a 
readjustment of the Wilson line in the region of Senosecchia; (c) otherwise the 
frontier to be drawn as marked by the blue line on the map attached'^ so as to leave 
purely Jugoslav districts in the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

3. Zara, within the limits of the municipality, to be an independent State under 
the guarantee of the League of Nations, with the right to choose its own diplomatic 
representation. 

4. Italy to retain Valona, as provided for in the Treaty of London and in 
addition, to have a mandate over Albania. The boundaries of Northern Albania 
to be readjusted as shown on the map attached.'^ The Albanian districts which will 
thus come to be administered by the Serb-Groat-Slovene State will enjoy a special 
regime as an autonomous province similar to that provided under the Treaty of 
Peace with Austria for the autonomous Ruthenian province of Gzechoslovakia. 
The southern boundary of Albania to be the line proposed by the French and 
British delegates on the Greek Affairs Commission, leaving Argyrocastro and 
Koritza to Greece. 

5. The following islands to be assigned to Italy: Lussin, Pelagosa and Lissa: 
the remainder of the islands to be under the sovereignty of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State. 

6. All the islands of the Adriatic to be demilitarised. 

7. Special provisions will be made permitting Italians in Dalmatia to opt for 
Italian nationality without leaving the territory, 

8. Existing economic enterprises in Dalmatia to have their security safeguarded 
by an international convention. 

PARIS, January ig, ig 20 . 

4 Not annexed to the filed original. 
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Lc.p. 15.] Kotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British^ 
French, and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d'Orsay^ 
Paris, on Wednesday, January 14, igso, at ii a.rn. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon, D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 

SECRETARIES, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper, Mr. Philip Kerr, Mr. Wise. 
France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta, M. 
Massigli, A Stenographer. 

Italy: Signor Nitti, General Gavallero, Colonel Castoldi; secretary, 
Signor Trombetti. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux, 

1 . M. Glemenceau asked if the Serbs had yet given a reply. 

The Adriatic undertaken to send a reply 

before midday, but that they had been asked to come themselves 
to the council and give their reply verbally. 

Signor Nitti, referring to the document which had been handed to 
M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch on the previous afternoon, suggested that the 
words at the beginning of paragraph 5, which are as follows : — 

‘The following islands to be assigned to Italy,’ 
should be altered to the following: — 

‘The following island groups to be assigned to Italy.’ 

He pointed out that the council had agreed to accept the islands attributed 
to Italy by President Wilson, and the intention had been to include the small 
islets round the principal islands mentioned. For example, the Island of Unie 
should be included with Lissa.^ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was informed by his experts that this 
interpretation was correct. 

M. Glemenceau accepted the alteration. 

It was therefore agreed — 

That paragi-aph 5 of the document headed ‘The Adriatic Question’, 
handed to M. Trumbitch on the previous day, should begin as follows: 
‘The following island groups to be assigned to Italy: — ’ 

Later in the meeting the question was raised as to whether this decision 
should be immediately communicated to M. Trumbitch, but M. Glemenceau 
suggested that it would be better to tell M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch 
verbally when they attended at the Quai d’Orsay on the same afternoon. 

2. It was agreed — 

That the Hungarian delegates should be received on the after- 
Hmgary noon of the following day at 4 p.m. and presented with the draft 
of the Hungarian treaty. 

t Apparently in error for Lussin, 
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Commemal Policy 
in Russia 


(At this point the following were introduced: Mr. Wise and Mr. 

Philip Kerr for Great Britain; M. Kammerer for 
France; and M. Berkenheim and M. Krovopouskov 
representing the co-operative movement of Russia.) 

M. Glemenceau informed M. Berkenheim and his colleague that the 
council had been considering a memorandum by Mr. Lloyd George, in 
which suggestions were made as to what could be done for the re-establish- 
ment of commerce with Russia.^ He would be glad if M, Berkenheim would 
indicate his views in a general way. 


^ It appears probable that this document was, or was based upon, the following memo- 
randum of January 6, 1920, by Mr. Wise (cf. No. 76, note 5), a British member of the 
Supreme Economic Council, on ‘Economic Aspects of British Policy concerning Russia’, 
which had been circulated to the Cabinet by Lord Gurzon on January 7 : 

‘ I . The policy of the Allies in relation to Russia has to be considered from two points of 
view: — (i) Political and Military. (2) Economic. Up to the present, political and military 
considerations have mainly determined Allied policy. 

‘The purpose of this memorandum is to examine the economic aspects of the matter. 


‘Russian pre-War Exports. 

‘2. Before the war the vast resources of the Russian Empire, crudely developed though 
they were, were a factor of enormous importance in the economic stability and organisation 
of the world. 

‘In 1912, for example, Russian exports included the following foodstuffs and raw materials : 

Tons. 


Grain and flour 
Oilseeds 
Oilcake 
Butter . 

Sugar . 

Flax . 

Hemp . 

Timber. 

Leather and hides 
Petroleum 


8.898.000 

206.000 

690.000 

72.000 

371.000 

311.000 

52.000 

5.500.000 

51.000 

827.000 


‘The bulk of this trade was with Europe. Exports to other countries were negligible, 
with the exception of goods sent to China and Persia. They were as follows: 


Germany . , . . . 

The United Kingdom . 

France and Italy . . 

Scandinavia, Holland, and Belgium 
Austria ..... 


30 per cent, of the total. 




‘3. The transfer of Russian-Poland would not materially affect the above figures, since 
Polish exports were principally manufactured goods, eggs, and poultry. WBut, on the other 
hand, Poland imported large quantities of grain, flour, &c., from the rest of Russia which 
do not appear in the above totals. 

‘4. The Russian contribution in wheat to the total world export was 4,000,000 tons, or 
approximately one-fourth of the whole. The United Kingdom was the purchaser of a con- 
siderable proportion of this huge quantity. 

‘Four-fifths of the flax grown in the world' was harvested in Russia; some of it of course 
in the new Baltic States. The linen industries of Belfast and Dundee depended on Russian 


M. Berkenheim said that the situation was in some respects very difficult. 
It must be understood that the co-operative society had no politics. They 

supplies for three-quarters of their total raw materials. They are at present only about 
one-half employed and stocks are running out. They may in present circumstances receive 
1 5,000 tons this year, but their total needs are at least 80,000 tons per annum. 

‘About one-third of our total supply of imported butter came directly or indirectly from 
Russian sources, and there is no hope of supplying an adequate ration until these sources 
are again open to us. 

‘5. On the other hand, the United Kingdom alone exported to Russia 27 millions sterling 
worth of manufactured and other goods, including re-exports, whose worth at present 
values would probably be nearly 75 millions sterling. The demand of the Russian market 
for goods as soon as trade is possible will undoubtedly be on a colossal scale, and will only 
be limited by the power of Russia to organise exports for payment. 

'Present Russian Production. 

‘6. Information as to present Russian supplies of food, raw materials, &c., is necessarily 
scanty. 

‘The grain harvest is reported to be of almost record size, and in addition considerable 
surpluses of grain from previous harvests have been stored up by the peasants. From the 
area previously occupied by Denikin alone, the estimates of the surplus available for export 
range from i million to 4 million tons. Such reports as are available of the area previously 
occupied by Koltchak are almost as favourable. 

‘It is true that in Petrograd, in Moscow, and in several other towns there is famine. This 
is due mainly to transport difficulties and to the inability of the towns, owing to the Blockade, 
to pay in goods for agricultural produce. In any case, Petrograd and North Russia, on 
account of the difficulties of railway communications, have always been fed mainly by 
imports from the Baltic, and even if Russian transport were working at full efficiency, it 
would still be impossible to transport the bulk of the South Russia grain to the north. Even 
allowing on a generous scale for supplies to be imported by any means into the famine- 
stricken areas, there is no doubt that Russia has a vast exportable surplus of grain which 
might be utilised by the Allied countries, by Central Europe, and by other famine-stricken 
countries such as Armenia. 

‘It is stated on good authority that considerable quantities of flax and timber have been 
stored. Some little butter of fairly good quality has come through from Siberia, and more 
would be at once produced were it not for the present practical impossibility of export. 

'Effects of Withdrawal of Russian Supplies. 

‘7. The continuance of Civil War in Russia and the Blockade have cut off these vast 
supplies from the rest of the world and are one of the main causes of high world prices. 
Europe has been forced to get her breadstuff's and her fats from America at American prices 
or to starve. American grain prices are at this moment higher than they have ever been 
and are still rising. The news of substantial exports from Russia would not only bring prices 
down but might also have the other desirable effect of making the American Government 
anxious as to a market for some of its surplus and, consequently, much more prepared to 
supply Europe even on credit. 

‘8. The present depexrdence of Europe for foodstuffs on America is of course the main 
cause of the fall i^ the American exchange which, by itself, inflicts a tax of 20 per cent, or 
more on everything purchased from across the Atlantic. U.S.A. wheat exports alone to 
Europe have increased as compared with pre-war from 2f million tons to 7-I million tons 
per annum, at an approximate cost at present prices of 25 million sterling per million tons 
of wheat. The effect on exchange of replacing even 1,000,000 tons of wheat by a correspond- 
ing quantity from Russia would be enormous. The need of transporting from overseas the 
foodstufls previously imported into Central Europe overland, has materially added to the 
present almost intolerable strain on tonnage resources. Broadly, the opening of Russia to 
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only had commercial interests and were, as it were, an economic Red Gross 
Society for Russia. Before the revolution they had an organisation whose 

trade would go further than any other factor to reduce the cost of living, to put right the 
American exchange, to reduce freights, and to ease the general shipping situation. 

‘9. The economic effect on Central European countries of the continuance of war with 
Russia is equally disastrous. Poland would naturally receive a considerable proportion of 
her foodstuffs from the rest of Russia and would find a market for her own produce there. 
Instead of this, she is forced to buy her imported foodstuffs with an enormous loss on exchange, 
in American and other markets. Her resources are wasted in maintaining a large standing 
Army on the Frontier, and in the purchase of munitions, &c. Her industries are either 
engaged in the production of war material or are still idle, and the energies of her people, 
instead of being directed to the colossal task of creating a self-supporting and economically 
independent State, are frittered away in warlike adventures and in the resulting political 
and industrial unrest. The position in the other Baltic States is much the same. 

‘The German and Austrian food difficulties look as if they may be insoluble without 
Russian supplies between now and the harvest. Approximately 1,000,000 tons of imports 
from overseas will apparently be needed between now and September to supply the mini- 
mum needs of Central Europe, or serious danger to the peace of Europe will be caused. So 
far as can be seen neither the necessary ships nor supplies will be available save at the risk 
of shortage and much higher prices in Allied countries. If appreciable quantities of grain 
were available from Russia the whole situation would be transformed. 

^Future Policy. 

‘10. The following lines of policy appear to be possible: 

(i) The present policy might be continued of the blockade of Bolshevik Russia, of moral 

but not material support to the anti-Bolshevik Armies, and of no recognition of 
the Soviet Government. 

‘Within the last few weeks the Bolsheviks have captured or are in process of capturing 
tremendous stocks of grain, the Donetz coal basin, the estuary of the Volga, which will 
give direct access to the Caspian oil supplies, and probably a considerable proportion of 
both Denikin’s and Koltchak’s rolling stock. They may also capture Rostov with the only 
important railway repair workshop on which Denikin and his army can rely. Internal 
transport, except for the Blockade, [Pis] the main difficulty of the Bolshevik Government. 
With coal, oil and increased rolling stock and repair facilities, they may be in the position 
within a short time to efl’ect such improvements in transport as to transform their whole 
internal situation. 

‘If, in addition, the Bolsheviks are able, as seems possible, to make peace with Esthonia 
and the other Baltic States, the Blockade would become impossible. Even if it were decided 
to blockade all the countries adjacent to the Baltic, which could only be done by declaring 
war on them, nothing could prevent the passage of goods into Bolshevik Russia overland 
from Germany and probably from elsewhere. 

‘The Blockade, in any case, is a clumsy weapon. For months its use against Russia has 
been open to the gravest objections. In the absence of a definite declaration of war, it is 
contrary to International Law and has considerably embarrassed Allied relations with the 
American and other neutral Governments. The attempt to induce the German Govern- 
ment to participate in it has not been successful. Nor should the fact be ijjveriooked that the 
public opinion of the industrial classes in this country regards with increasing misgiving 
and hostility the responsibility this country bears and the odium it is creating for itself in 
starving not merely the Bolsheviks’ families but the women and children of non-Bol- 
sheviks also, 

(ii) The second alternative is the full political recognition of the Soviet Government. 

‘This would raise political difficulties, which are outside the scope of this memoiandum, 
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headquarters were at Moscow. After the Bolshevik Revolution the direction 
had been divided up. One part of the directorate had been retained at 
Moscow to look after the population of that city. Another part had been 
established at Rostov, for the southern part of Russia and the region of the 
Don. He himself was in Paris for the purpose of developing export and import 
trade. For this there were possibilities of an enormous development. 

both with the Allies and with the non-Bolshevik Russian Governments. It is possible in 
any case that the same economic results might be obtained by the suggestion below. 

(iii) The thii'd alternative is, whilst avoiding, formal diplomatic recognition of the Bol- 
shevik Government, definitely to abandon the Blockade and to place no obstacles 
at all in the way of the restoration of commercial relations with the whole of 
Russia. Steps would of course be taken to prevent Bolshevik propaganda outside 
Russia and the import of arms and munitions into Russia. 

‘The effect of this would be that some goods would at once start to move into and out of 
Russia. Relief supplies of foodstuffs would go into Petrograd and some stocks of flax, 
timber, platinum or other materials would come out in payment. 

‘If, as seems likely, the Bolsheviks capture Odessa, it is practically certain that trading 
relations, by means of which South Russian grain might be exported, would recommence. 
There is considerable evidence that the Agricultural Co-operative Organisations in Bol- 
shevik Russia have been able to maintain themselves and that they could temporax'ily 
pi'ovide the necessary machinery for restarting, if only on the basis of barter, the exchange 
of agricultural produce for clothing and other manufactured goods. Their agencies are 
established in London, and have been making preparations with this end in view with 
British trading and co-operative interests for a considerable time. 

‘It is certain that, \vith the stoppage of hostilities, trading between Poland, Esthonia and 
the other border States on the one hand, and Bolshevik Russia on the other hand, would 
rapidly restart. Not only would this help to save the States immediately concerned from 
economic disaster, but it would have immediate reactions on the whole European economic 
position. 

‘Further, it would render possible access for trading purposes to Siberia, wliich has 
suffered much less from revolutionary mis-government. 

‘From, a purely British trading point of view there can be no doubt that the longer 
reopening of trade with Russia is delayed, the more formidable will be German and 
American competition. At the moment Germany has not got the manufacturing resources 
to compete effectively, and America has not acquired the necessary knowledge of the export 
trade and the needs of the Russian niarkets. Our relative advantage in both respects tends 
to grow less each month. 

‘The mere removal of the Blockade would of course not be followed for some time by the. 
complete economic recovery of Russia. Critics of the Blockade, both in Russia and outside 
it, have ascribed to it misfortunes that are really due to more fundamental economic causes. 
As happened with regard to Austria and Germany, the Blockade merely accentuates the 
fundamental injuries to normal economic well-being, which war with its diversion of labour 
and capital from productive to non-productive purposes inevitably entails. But until the 
Blockade is removed the process of recovery cannot properly start. 

‘The Soviet Government has shown itself by no means lacking in initiative or organising 
capacity in levying'war under conditions of extraordinary difficulty. It is possible that wiicn 
it turns its resources and attention to the task of economic reconstruction it may show 
unexpected aptitude and power. The removal of the Blockade is of such vital importance 
to it that it would probably be prepared to agree to it on any reasonable economic or other 
conditions that we are likely to impose, and to reopen trading and exchange as rapidly as 
possible. 
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Practically the whole population of Russia was connected with the co- 
operative movement. There were actually 25 million members, but if it 
was remembered that most members were fathers of families it would be 
seen that practically the whole population of Russia was included. Their 
situation in Central Russia was very difficult. The organisation was in no 
sense political, and had relations with all the parties engaged in the Russian 
civil war. In spite of this, however, it was impossible to discuss the economic 
question without discussing the political question. When he arrived from 
Moscow, representatives of the British Government had asked him for his 
views, as a practical man, as to the situation in Russia. He had replied that, 
in his opinion, the only means of re-establishing the situation in Russia was 
to start commerce going again, and to get the population to work. In their 
view, the only solution of the struggle against Bolsheviks was to supply the 
people with what they required, and to establish commercial relations with 
the Russian population. Both in Bolshevik and anti-Bolshevik Russia there 
practically existed only one organisation that could do this, namely, the 
co-operative organisation. Wherever the Bolsheviks were in occupation, the 
economic system of Russia was practically dead. Unhappily for his country, 
the mechanism of private trade had been practically annihilated. There were 
no serious business houses, and apart from the co-operative movement there 
were only a few speculators, who involved themselves in huge speculations 
to the great disadvantage of the population. The only result of uncontrolled 
speculation had been the defeat of the anti-Bolsheviks, both in Siberia and 
in South Russia. Nevertheless, Russia must not be regarded as a destitute 
or a mendicant country. Last year there was in Russia an enormous quantity 
of raw materials. Practically all the peasants had been saving their produce, 
with the result that there were enormous quantities both of corn and of cattle. 
Cattle, indeed, existed in greater quantities than ever before. 

If he could be permitted to speak not only of Russia but of the economic 
situation in the whole of Europe, the importance of the question of re-estab- 
lishing commercial relations not only to Russia but to every part of Europe 
would at once be understood. Russia had sufficient supplies of food and raw 
material for the whole of Europe- He would now give some precise data of 
the position. As regards the possibilities of an exchange of merchandise 
between Russia and Europe, the best plan was to utilise the co-operative 
organisation. The difficulty was to go further and give details. One practical 
question, however, which he would undoubtedly be asked was whether the 
Bolsheviks would allow the Allies to send goods to Russia. 

(During the interpreting of this passage, Mr, Lloyd George inter- 
polated that another question was as to whether they would allow 
Russian goods to come out; to which M. Krovopouskov replied that no 
absolute answer could be given.) 

Continuing, M. Berkenheim said that he thought the Bolshevik Government 
would be obliged to permit it. A country could be kept deprived of essential 
things for a very long time, but only in time of war. As soon as events 
reached a more or less normal condition, any Government which wished to 
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stay in power could not maintain such a position and would be bound to 
permit an exchange of goods. 

(During the interpretation of this passage Mr. Lloyd George-nnter- 
polated that the Allies would not exchange goods for worthless Bolshevik 
paper money, but only for hides, wheat, fats, &c.) 

Continuing, M. Berkenheim said that this was the view not only of himself 
personally but of the whole co-operative system, which wanted to rescue his 
unfortunate country. They were convinced that this could only be done by 
economic means. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked whether M. Berkenheim thought that this was 
the most effective way of striking a blow at Bolshevism. 

M. Berkenheim said he was absolutely sure of this. The power of the 
Bolsheviks was in the hands of only a very small proportion of the population. 
Such a condition was only possible in time of war, when the whole power fell 
into the hands of a few. The present situation was a paradox, and he was 
quite convinced that it was only hunger which made Bolshevism possible, 
although Bolshevism was, on the whole, popular in most of the country. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked how much wheat there was in Russia for export. 

M. Berkenheim said that he had precise data only for South Russia. Last 
year the crop had been a record one. In the south the surplus for export 
amounted to 600,000,000 poods, equal to 10,000,000 tons. It must be 
understood, however, that the exportation of this was not an easy matter. 
The grain existed in enormous quantities, but there had been a complete 
collapse of the transport, particularly on the railways, and the peasants 
would not part with the grain for paper money. It was necessary to send 
goods in order to establish some system of exchange. As regards the next 
few months he thought that all that was possible was to get out a million 
tons, or possibly two million tons. He thought that means to transport that 
quantity, and for an exchange of goods, might be arranged. 

M. Glemengeau said that he quite well understood Russia’s need of 
imports, and that she had ample supplies for export. He also realised that 
the Allies had goods which they wished to send in exchange. But to organise 
this seemed to involve some political relations. Every Government had a 
certain power over these matters. How, he asked, could this organisation 
be started? The Government must intervene somehow or another. What 
would he advise the Allied Governments to do? 

M. Berkenheim said that he feared he had not made himself quite clear. 
There was no question of asking for the intervention of the Government. All 
that was necessary was to give the co-operative society permission to work the 
business in their own way. He could not, of course, answer for the Bolshevik 
Government. He thought, however, that sheer necessity would force them 
to permit it, though they might possibly forbid. Practically he thought that 
if the Allied Powers would indicate their willingness to permit them to go 
ahead, something might be done; and in the condition of their country it 
was the duty of the co-operative society to do its best. However, lie could 
give no guarantee as to success. 
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IvIr. Lloyd George asked if the same observation applied to the flax 
harvest in the north, as to the wheat harvest in the south. Gould the co- 
operative society get the flax out, and, if so, in what quantity? 

M. Berkenheim said that he had left Russia for a year and did not know 
the exact present position as regards flax. When he left Russia, however, 
there had been in the hands of the co-operative organisation some 6,000,000 
poods, equal to 100,000 tons, in the depots of the co-operative societies. In 
addition, last year’s crop ought to amount to another 10,000,000 poods, 
say a total of 15,000,000 poods, equal to 250,000 tons. He had read in a 
Russian paper that there was some question of using a quantity of flax as a 
substitute for cotton, and perhaps part of the crop in the north had been 
disposed of in Russia itself. The Russian factories, however, could not do 
very much, owing to their shortage of coal and other difficulties. In any case 
it might be assumed that there would now be disposable for export not less 
than 10,000,000 poods, equivalent to 150,000 tons. 

Mr, Lloyd George said he observed that co-operative societies had an 
organisation at Reval, which was in Esthonia. As Esthonia had declared an 
armistice, could they not use the Esthonian organisation in connection with 
the export of flax? 

M. Berkenheim said that he thought this was practically impossible. Reval 
might be used as an intermediary, for a small part of the export. Part of the 
exchange, however, must be done not openly, but by underhand means, 
and one agency could not effect very much. It was necessary to organise 
every agency in order to get any considerable amount. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the Bolshe\dks might allow trade with 
the Esthonians, who were not now at war with them, particularly if the 
Esthonians said they would furnish boots and clothes in exchange. This was 
one alternative, if entry could not be obtained to Russia by other means. 

M. Berkeneieim said perhaps this agency might be employed, but the 
quantity that could be passed through it would not be very great. For 
example, the corn was available only in the south of Russia, but the com- 
munications were in such a terrible state that there was no possibility of 
getting any considerable quantity of grain to Reval. The question of the 
railw^ays was so serious that it was only possible to bring the grain to the 
nearest ports for export. Reval was a small port, without any great possi- 
bilities. Libau and Riga were much more important to the trade of Russia, 
He did not think that Reval could do much as an intermediary, though some 
use of it might be made as a neutral port. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked as to the possibilities of motor transport. 

M. Berkenheim said that motor' transport was of great importance in 
some parts of Russia. In many cases it was the only possible transport; for 
example, for some of the smaller ports on the Sea of Azov, such as Mariupol. 
Enormous quantities of corn were accumulated in these districts and could be 
exported. Motor transport was also useful for carrying the materials to the 
railways. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if river transport was much employed. 
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M. Berkenheim said that the Dneiper was useful, but the Don was a 
smaller river and not of so much value. It was essential, however, that some- 
thing should be done with the railway system. He had had pourparlefs with 
firms here for buying wagons and locomotives for the co-operative associa- 
tions. Denikin had given permission for this. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked what was the state of the roads. 

M. Berkenheim said that, on the whole, they were very good. 

M. Krovopouskov said that in some districts the roads were particularly 
good, but it was essential for the railways to be improved. It was also essential 
that wagons should be provided to bring the stuff from the villages to the 
railways and for the ports. 

M. Glemenceau said tliat to reach a conclusion, supposing it was agreed 
that M. Berkenheim’ s scheme was a good one, what was necessary to put 
it in practice? 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the scheme was very attractive, if 
feasible. He proposed that an Allied Committee should be set up to work 
out the details and to report to the council as soon as possible. There should 
be a representative of France, Italy and Great Britain, to discuss the whole 
matter and go into the details of finance, &c. 

M. Glemenceau asked if this proposal would appeal to M. Berkenheim. 

M. Berkenheim replied in the affirmative. The first thing the co-operative 
associations required was an invitation to go on with the business. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that there should first be a discussion on the 
subject between M. Glemenceau, Signor Nitti and himself alone. 

(At this point all withdrew, except the following : — 

For Great Britain: Mr. Lloyd George and Sir M. Hankey, 

For France; M. Glemenceau, M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta, M. Massigli. 
For Italy: Signor Nitti, Signor Trombetti. 

With Professor Mantoux, 

Mr. Lloyd George said he thought this scheme was worth taking up. 
Prices were going up in France, Italy and Great Britain, and this very fact 
tended to create Bolshevism. He saw no prospect of prices coming down. 
On the contrary, tliey seemed likely to rise. The moment the Germans 
started work and came into the market, prices would go higher still. Mr. 
Wise, who knew more about the matter than anyone else in Great Britain, 
told him that we used to get 8,000,000 tons of wheat for Europe from Russia. 
The total obtained from the United States of America used to be 3,000,000 
or 4,000,000 tons, but was now 7,000,000 tons. This created enormous 
difficulty in the market, and inflated the prices. It seriously aflected tlic 
exchanges for ajl three countries. From the point of view of exchanges and 
prices, the Russian supplies were vital. The second thing was that this scheme 
would destroy Bolshevism. The moment trade was established with Russia, 
Gommunism would go. The Bolsheviks would probably wink at tlie estab- 
lishment of tliis trade. They knew that their people were starving, and 
would therefore be bound to permit it. What had the Alhes to offer in 
exchange? The principal articles appeared to be boots, clothes, machinery 
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and drugs. Probably Great Britain alone could supply the first two. 
Machinery was a great difficulty, as there was not much to spare, and he 
doubled if France could help in this matter much, owing to the needs of her 
devastated areas. This, however, was a matter to be arranged between the 
Allies. It was no use to go to the United States of America, as this only in- 
creased the difficulty as regards exchanges, and, if possible, the matter should 
be arranged without them. He suggested, therefore, that a strong committee 
should be set up and should report at once. Mr. Wise was one of the ablest 
men in the British Government Service, and had had charge of the whole of 
the meat importation for the Ministry of Food. Unless M. Glemenceau 
wished to press the claims of M. Kammerer, he would suggest that Mr. Wise 
should take the committee in hand. However, he was entirely in M. 
Glemenceau’s hands in the matter. He would therefore suggest a committee 
to consider M. Berkenheim’s proposals from the point of view of finance, 
exchange, goods, &c- 

SiGNOR Nitti said that a question of great importance had been put. 
From the point of view of Italy the great need was coal, and this would be 
facilitated by communications being established with Russia, He understood 
the organisation of the co-operative movement in Russia was superb. What 
was required was direct communication, and this might be established 
through the Russian co-operative organisation. He entirely shared Mr. Lloyd 
George’s view that to establish commercial relations was the proper way 
to beat Bolshevism, and he would accept the whole of Mr. Lloyd George’s 
proposals. 

M. Glemenceau said he was also in agreement. 

Signor Nitti said he thought it was a very remarkable proposal. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked whether Mr. Wise would be president of the 
committee. 

This was accepted. 

It was agreed — 

That a committee, composed as follows: — 

Mr. Wise (in the chair), 

M. Kammerer, 

Marquis della Toretta, 

should meet at 4 p.m. the same afternoon to examine M. Berkenlieim’s 
proposals from every point of view, and report to the Supreme Council as 
soon as possible. 

4. M. Glemenceau handed round two drafts of despatches to the Dutch 
The K ise- prepared by the French delegation and one pre- 

^ pared by the Drafting Gommittee, on the subject of the Kaiser 
(see Appendices I and 2 of i.c. P.17) d 
Paris, January 14, igso. 

3 No. 73. 
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No. 72 


i.c.P. 1 6.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the British^ 
French^ and Italian Governments^ held in M. Fichoris Room, Quai d' Orsay, 
on Wednesday, January 14, ig20, at 4 p.ni. 

Present: British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 
SECRETARIES, Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. Diitasta, M. 
Massigli, M. Arnavon. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretaries: General Cavallero, Colonel Gastoldi, 
Signor Trombetti. 
interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

1. A letter was read from the Hungarian delegation asking for several days 

in which to verify the credentials of the plenipotentiaries of the 
PeL^Term^^ Principal Allied and Associated Powers (Appendix i).^ 

M. Glemenceau asked what reply it was proposed to make. 
Mr. Lloyd George said that he thought a very stern reply should be sent. 
They should be told that they must either receive the peace terms on the 
following day or return home. 

Signor Nitti agreed. 

M. Glemenceau instructed M. Berthelot to prepare a reply on these lines. 
(At the end of the meeting the reply in Appendix 2 ^ was approved.) 

2. The council had before them a reply by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delega- 
The Adriatic. Reply tion to the proposed settlement handed to M. Trumbitch 
of the Serb-Croat- and M. Pasitch on the previous day (Appendix 3). 

Slovene Delegation M. Clemengeau asked what should be done. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Serbs accepted nothing. The difficulty 
was that if the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation had agreed, there would prob- 
ably have bedn no difficulty with the United States of America. His view 
was that it would be necessary to force the proposed solution on the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. 

M. Glemenceau thought this could not be done. It was true the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene delegation refused everything. What, then, could be done? 
Should we inform them that the alternative was the Treaty of London? 
Supposing this solution were adopted, what, he asked Signor Nitti, would 
Italy do with Fiume? 

Signor Nitti said that frankly it would be a position of great embarrass- 
ment, but if the council were reduced to falling back on the Treaty of London, 
Italy would evacuate Fiume. At present Italy not only occupied de facto 
Fiume itself, but she also occupied the whole territory attributed to her by 
the Treaty of London, including Zara. 

Not printed. An English text of this letter, dated Januaiy 14, 1920, is printed in The 
Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. i, p. 308. 

2 Not printed. An English text of this note, dated January 14, 1920, is printed ibid, 
vol. i, p. 309. 
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M. Clemengeau asked whether the council would authorise him to say 
to the Serbs that the council were ready to fall back on the proposals of 
Signof Tittoni;^ that is to say, that Fiume should be a free town. If the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation would not accept this, they would be told 
that there was nothing for it but the Treaty of London. 

Signor Nitti said that if this was necessary he would accept. It should be 
a free town, with a corridor connecting it with Italian territory. 

M. Clemengeau said that if Fiume was accepted as a free town with a 
corridor, she should also have the same right as Zara to choose her diplo- 
matic representation. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that if that was declined, then the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene delegation should be informed that the only alternative was the 
Treaty of London. It was impossible to continue this discussion for ever. 

M. Clemengeau said the discussion must be finished at once. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that Italy would then have to evacuate 
Fiume. 

Signor Nitti said that this would be a great difficulty, but he would agree 
to do so. The boundary must be corrected in Italy’s favour as regards 
Senosecchia, and Fiume would be a free town without a free State behind it. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Veniselos had that morning sent him the text 
of the frontier of Southern Albania, which he had agreed with Signor Tittoni. 

(At this point Signor Nitti and Signor Trombetti withdrew, and 
M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch were introduced.) 

M. Clemengeau stated that the council had received and examined a 
communication that the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation had made in reply 
to their proposals. The council could not undertake to recommence the 
discussion. The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation had refused everything. 
He deplored this action, which threatened to create a situation in Europe of 
which the Serb-Groat-Slovene State would be the first victim. Mr. Lloyd 
George and he had not been disposed to make any undue concessions to 
Italy. If concessions had been made, it was because somehow a solution had 
to be reached, since the discussions could not be prolonged indefinitely. As 
it was, Mr, Lloyd George had been greatly inconvenienced, and he was 
grateful to him for giving so much time to the settlement of this question. 
If, however, the conference was ever to come to an end, this discussion must 
be concluded. He must say, on his conscience, that he had observed two 
currents of influence in the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation, one of which was 
Serb and the other Groat, the latter being the most uncompromising. The 
council were obliged to take into account that whereas Serbia from the first 
day of the war had been fighting with the Allies and had made enormous 
sacrifices, the same was not true of the Groats, much of whose^lood had been 
shed in fighting against the Allies. It was a painful fact, but it was one that 
could not be left out of account. When these questions had been discussed 
before, the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation had shown an inclination to help. 

3 For the earlier negotiations relative to the question of the Adriatic sec Vol. IV of this 
series, 
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There was one concession which he had just asked Signor Nitti to make, and 
which Signor Nitti had agreed to. The council had been struck by the 
argument that the concessions which the Serb-Croat-Slovenes werg now 
asked to make were greater than those which had been asked for by Signor 
Tittoni. This was a fact. He would, therefore, now ask the Serb-Groat- 
Slovene delegation as to whether they would accept Fiume as a free town, 
with a corridor connecting it with Italy and a right to choose its own repre- 
sentatives abroad. If they would not accept this offer, he and Mr. Lloyd 
George were resolved to apply the Treaty of London as it is, in order to 
establish peace in this vital issue. If they were driven to fall back on this 
expedient, it would create a very risky situation. If the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State refused to accept the Treaty of London, they would leave it to Signor 
Nitti to apply it. The proposal now made involved the evacuation of Fiume 
by Italy, but Signor Nitti said that, though very difficult for him, he would 
face it. Hence, it w^as for the Serb-Croat-Slovenes to take a final resolution 
in order to establish peace in Europe. They had seen how the Reparation 
Commission had done its best to find satisfaction for the needs and just claims 
of their State. Great Britain and France had done their best to show their 
sympathy with them. They knew well how much their people had suffered, 
and they understood how diflhcult the matter was for them. They hoped, 
however, that they would now make the necessary sacrifices to secure a 
settlement. If they refused this offer, Mr. Lloyd George and he himself 
would inform Signor Nitti that they would abide by the Treaty of London. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he was in complete accord with M. Clemen- 
ceau, and had nothing to add. 

M. Trumbitch asked that he might be allowed to assure M. Clemenceau 
in all sincerity that he had been greatly struck by the remark he had made 
that there were two currents in the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, ozie 
Serbian and one Croat. On his conscience, he could assure him that his 
information was not correct. There were not two currents, but only one 
current, which sought the prosperity of the future of the country. He was 
ready to declare that the reply of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation was the 
expression of the views of the whole delegation and of his own Government:, 
which acted together unanimously and was in absolute agreement. Up to 
this moment he could say that the Government and the delegation were in 
entire agreement. As to the struggles of Serbia and the situation of Croatia, 
that is to say, of the Jugoslavs under Austro-Hungarian rule during the war, 
he observed that a political situation which had existed in the war ought not 
to be a charge against them now. It was a question of fact that this people 
had been under foreign domination, but it ought not to be a charge against 
a people who had shown their sense of liberty during the war. In 1915 and 
1916, when the majority of these oppressed races had not yet raised their 
heads against the Austro-Hungarian domiaation, the Serbs had already given 
to the Allied cause thousands of soldiers. These had been formed from 
among prisoners who had entered the Russian army and had formed a divi- 
sion which had fought against the Bulgarians in the Dobrudja. Here they 



haci not been fighting for their own happiness, but simply for the common 
cause. Afterwards, a second division had been formed, under a Serbian 
general and under the Serbian flag, because the Serbian races were not only 
of their own blood, but had been acknowledged as fighting as the repre- 
sentatives of their national liberties. When Serbia had been heavily defeated, 
tb.e soldiers of the oppressed races had been the first to make the tour of the 
wliole world, starting from Vladivostok and ending at Salonica. The Serbian 
army had been replenished by these and by Jugoslavs drawn from the whole 
world, from the United States of America to Africa. It was these divisions 
which had given the coup de grace to the Bulgarians, cutting them in two, and 
these had been largely filled with Jugoslavs from Austria-Hungary. By these 
facts they had shown to the whole world, and especially to the great Allied 
Powers, that they knew what devotion meant and were willing to shed their 
blood in the common cause. 

He himself had the honour to be the president of the Jugoslav Committee 
which had directed and organised propaganda in Great Britain, France and 
the United States of America. By this means he believed they had given 
considerable assistance to the common cause. This was especially the case 
after the Rome Congress.'^ After this he had paid a visit to the Italian front, 
where a vigorous propaganda had been carried out, and he himself had 
seen hundreds of Jugoslav soldiers surrendering with pamphlets bearing his 
signature at the bottom in their pockets. If the war had gone on, Jugoslav 
soldiers would have continued to fight as volunteers in the cause of liberty. 
He had shown, therefore, that Croatia on the field of battle did as much as 
possible for the common cause. Of course, there was no doubt that many 
had fought on the Austrian side. This was inevitable, because all the op- 
pressed peoples under Austria-Hungary had been obliged to fight. The 
Germans and the Magyars had so constituted the army as to render this 
unavoidable, and if these men had not been forced into the ranks they would 
have succumbed long before. He could assure the council of the solidarity 
of the Jugoslavs to remain a single State and to stick together. In this par- 
ticular question, in which he regretted that they were not yet agreed, he 
could assure the council it was his firm conviction that the proposals of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation provided a solid and durable basis, the object 
of which was to establish mutual intercourse and commerce with their 
Italian neighbours. This was their sole aim. They did not mind losing a 
town or two, or even a few islands, for they had larger objects in view. Hence, 
he declai'ed that they were loyally prepared to make great sacrifices, and 
they had already done so. They had accepted the Wilson line, which in- 
volved the sacrifice of some 400,000 men of the Jugoslav race. These would 
remain under Italian rule, with absolutely no guarantees foP their language 
or nationality or tradition. Nevertheless, they had accepted the respoii- 

^ A congress of representatives of nationalities subject to the Austro-Hungarian monarchy 
had been held in Rome in April 1918. The Pact of Rome was concluded at this congi’ess 
on April 10, 1918, (For a text of the Pact of Rome see H. W. V. Temperley : A History of 
the Peace Cojife fence of Paris. London, 1 920 f., vol. v, pp. 396-7.) 
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sibility for this sacrifice owing to the higher objects involved. They objected, 
however, to other sacrifices beyond this, which met all the necessities of 
the case. He would say frankly that the proposals as regards FiumG were 
artificial, with the corridor and the Italian sovereignty. It was providing a 
permanent solution of a temporary problem. As regards the islands also, 
the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation had accepted demilitarisation. This was 
a charge, an international servitude, on their freedom. If the islands were 
demilitarised, he did not see why any of them should be ceded. The islands 
were geographically and economically linked up with the Dalmatian coast, 
and this was stated in the document signed by M. Clemenceau and Mr. 
Lloyd George, which had been communicated to Signor Scialoja and had 
subsequently been published in full in the press of Trieste and Fiume. 
Italy’s claim to the islands was based entirely from the point of view of the 
strategical defence of the Italian coast, which was sandy, flat and indefen- 
sible. This reason, however, disappeared if the islands were demilitarised. 
There were special objections in the case of Lissa, which was entirely a Slav 
town, which lived by fishing and agriculture, and sole! its products in Spalato 
to Jugoslavs. If it formed part of another nationality, it would fall back into 
misery, because Italy produced the same commodities herself. These argu- 
ments justified their attitude. 

M. Clemenceau had said that if these proposals were not accepted, there 
was no alternative but the Treaty of London. On this he could not say much, 
as the Treaty of London had been made by the Great Powers themselves. But 
the Treaty of London, he would recall, was made against Austria. It was 
now being applied against Jugoslavia. Italy had entered the war for the 
purpose of fighting Austria. To-day there was no Austria. Hence it was not 
justifiable to apply the Treaty of London to the conditions of to-day. He 
would end on this note. He would declare, in the name of M. Pasitch, the 
president of the delegation and himself, that the statements made by 
M. Clemenceau were very serious and grave, but they could not take the 
responsibility of presenting an absolute negative. They must consult their 
Government, with whom the responsibility lay. Both proposals, that of the 
previous day and that of to-day, would be communicated at once to their 
Government. 

M. Clemenceau asked when the reply would be received. 

M. Trumbitgh said, ‘As soon as possible,’ as his telegram would be sent 
this very evening. He would ask the President of the Council to give further 
consideration to their situation. He would ask him to realise that the 
Adriatic contained interests besides those of Italy and Jugoslavia. He would 
send his reply as soon as possible, and he hoped that he would not be re- 
proached by the council for his attitude, which was based entirely on national 
considerations. 

M. Pasitch said he would like to make a few remarks. lie felt obliged to 
declare that between the Serbs and the Croats there was absolutely no difier- 
ence, but only a desire for a common unity. The only difference lay in the 
matter of religion, and this difference was to be found in every country. In 
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the^ whole of their history there had been no war between the Serbs and 
the Groats. They were united in their desire to be free together. In 1914 the 
Serbs had said that if, unhappily, they fell into the same condition as the 
Groats, that is to say, under Austro-Hungarian domination, then they would 
unite with them in the same cause of seeking their liberty. Thanks to the 
assistance of the Great Powers, they were united, and their only desire was 
to be a united and prosperous State. They desired and demanded that they 
should not have to cede the port of Fiume. It was the only port through 
which they could carry out their exportation and importation. The Groats 
had really less desire for this port than the others, because they themselves, 
at any rate, had some small ports along the Adriatic, For the others, how- 
ever, Fiume was the only port. It ought not to be given to Italy. From 
Fiume to Italy was a railway journey of several hours. In the town of Fiume 
he admitted that at the present time the Italians had a majority, but he 
could remember the time when Fiume had a Serb-Groat majority. He had 
visited the place every year for many years. This development in the situa- 
tion had taken place under the Magyars. They had drawn in workmen from 
all parts, including men from Italy, for the construction of quays and ware- 
houses, and little by little an Italian majority had grown up. Now Italian 
pride claimed this town, but if any Italians were to pass through it they 
would be surprised at the number of streets entirely inhabited by Jugoslavs. 
They were not right to begin by asking for this port. The other ports of the 
Adriatic were small and had no communication with the interior, and there 
could be no great traffic. For that reason they had urged that they should 
never lose Fiume. They were prepared to give every guarantee to preserve 
the Italian character of the town, but the port should belong to the Croats 
and Slovenes. Once more he must declare that the Serbs and the Groats 
(and the same applied to the Slovenes, who only spoke a different dialect) 
after many centuries had come into a position where they could develop 
their national unity. Now they were placed in a difficult position because 
they could not make progress if their economic needs were not properly safe- 
guarded. 

M. Trumbitch asked M. Glemenceau to explain exactly what he had said 
to Signor Nitti when he spoke of Tittoni’s proposal in regard to Fiume. 

M. Glemenceau said he meant a free town under the League of Nations. 

Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that under Signor Tittoni’s proposal the 
port was to have been in a free State. 

M. Glemenceau (who had left the room for a few moments and had now 
returned) said he had asked Signor Nitti, who agreed that the port and rail- 
way should be in the hands of the League of Nations. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he wished to say a few words. France and Great 
Britain were not in a position to make an absolutely just settlement. They 
were dealing with a treaty which they had entered into with Italy and under 
which Italy had come into the war. By this treaty some 800,000 Jugoslavs 
would have been placed under Italian rule. This number was now reduced 
to 400,000. It might be said that this ought not to have been agreed to. 



Possibly this was true, but, nevertheless, Great Britain and France were 
bound by it. What, he asked, would have happened if Italy had not entered 
the war? What would then have been the position of Croatia and Jugo- 
slavia? Croatia would have remained an Austrian province. M. Trumbitcli 
had said that two divisions of Jugoslav troops had been formed and had 
fought for the Allies. He understood that there were some 7,000,000 Jugo- 
slavs under Austrian rule. Taking the same proportion of troops as Great 
Britain had put into the field, they would probably have sent some 800,000 
soldiers to the war, of whom perhaps 60,000 had fought for liberty and the 
rest against us. But for Italy, Croatia would not have been freed. The 
council were bound to take this into account. Under the treaty 800,000 
Jugoslavs would have been Austrian. He therefore thought that it was very 
fortunate for the Jugoslavs that the Italian population had suddenly become 
so eager for Fiume. Italy was now prepared to sacrifice Dalmatia and the 
islands in order to get Fiume. In fact, Fiume had emancipated Dalmatia. 
He thought that Jugoslavia was paying a very small price for this. Under 
the Treaty of London most of the territory to the north of Fiume would have 
been assigned to Italy. Now the boundary had been gradually forced back, 
and some 150,000 Jugoslavs would come into the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 
If the final decision of the Serb-Croat-Slovene State was that they could not 
accept this latest proposal, speaking for Great Britain, he felt bound to 
recognise the Treaty of London, and he was given to understand that the 
Italians were in occupation of all the territory mentioned in the Treaty of 
London. All that Jugoslavia would receive would be the satisfaction of 
knowing that they had placed an additional 400,000 Jugoslavs under the 
Italian flag. The only other satisfaction they would have would be the 
establishment of a blood feud with Italy which would probably prove disas- 
trous to both. 

M. Glemenceau said the council would await the reply of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene delegation. 

M. Trumbitch declared that he and his colleagues were fully convinced of 
the great effort which M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George had made to 
obtain a settlement. They expressed their devotion to M. Glemenceau and 
Mr. Lloyd George and to their nations, who had fought for their liberties. 
He hoped that their intentions would not be misunderstood. The Serbians 
had fought side by side with the Great Powers, and were truly grateful for 
what had been done for them, but they had to consider and provide a good 
future for their State. 

M, Glemenceau thanked M. Trumbitch. 

(During some subsequent discussion, the document handed to the 
Serb-CroLft-Slovene delegation on the previous day was redrafted to 
embody the latest proposals, and is attached in Appendix q.y) 

Paris^ January 14, igso: 

5 Not printed. This redraft is printed as document 7 in Cmd. 586. 
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Appendix 3 to No. 72 
s The Adriatic Question 

Reply forwarded by the Delegation of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, on January 14, ig20, to 

the Memorandum presented to them by the Supreme Cowicil on January ig20. 

1 . Italian sovereignty over Fiume {corpus separatum) cannot be accepted. The 
project of Signor Tittoni^ did not claim this sovereignty any more than the latest 
vote of the Italian Parliament. 

2. We cannot accept that the Italian frontier in Istria shall be connected with 
Fiume by a corridor. The memorandum sent at London to the Italian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs has set aside this demand wdiich had already been included in the 
project of Signor Tittoni; it is the Wilson line from the Julian Alps to the Arsa, 
which ought to form the Italian-Jugoslav frontier. 

3. The town of Zara (not including the remainder of the territory of the 
commune of Zara) will be endowed under Jugoslav sovereignty with the largest 
local autonomy, which will be fixed by an international convention and placed 
under the protection of the League of Nations. The municipality of Zara and the 
Serb-Groat-Slovene State will elaborate in concert the statute prescribing this 
autonomy. In case of disagreement the difference will be submitted to the Council 
of the League of Nations. 

4. In the case of Albania being deprived of its independence and not having an 
autonomous Government, and of Italy receiving Valona and a mandate over the 
remainder of Albania, while Greece receives Southern Albania with Argyrocastro 
and Koritza, the Serb-Groat-Slovene State ought to receive, besides Northern 
Albania, a rectification of the Serb-Albania frontier on the eastern portion of this 
frontier. It will be necessary to fix a term to the mandate and to neutralise and to 
demilitarise Albania, 

5. The Serb-Groat-Slovene State will give its consent to the demilitarisation of 
the islands on condition that all the islands are assigned to it. The demilitarisation 
■will consist in the prohibition to fortify the islands; however, ships of war shall be 
able to circulate freely in their waters. 

6. The Italians of Dalmatia will have the right to opt for Italian nationality 
without leaving the territory of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 

7. An international convention will guarantee the rights acquired by Italian 
subjects so far as concerns their industrial enterprises in Dalmatia. 

8. In the same way the full and entire protection of the nationality of the 
language and of the economic and cultural development of the Jugoslav population 
remaining in Italy shall be guaranteed. 

PARIS, January 14, igso. 
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i.G.P. 17.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegatiom of the British, 
French, and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d’Orsay, 
on Thursday, January ig, iQ20, at ^ pm. 

Present : British Empire : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. Lord Birkenhead, Lord Chancellor; secretary. Sir M. 
Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretary, M. Massigli. A Stenographer. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretaries, Signor Trombetti, Signor Gaili. 

The following were also present : 

France: M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta. 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I. The council had before them the following draft notes to the Netherlands 
The Kaiser. Note to Government in regard to the delivery of the Kaiser : — 
the Dutch Government A draft prepared by the French delegation (Appendix i ) . 

A draft prepared by the Drafting Committee (Appendix 2). 

The draft prepared by Mr. Lansing and approved by the Council of 

Four on the 26th June, 1919 (Appendix 3). 

Lord Birkenhead said that there was very little to say on this matter. 
Article 227 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany contained elaborate pro- 
visions in regard to the arraignment of the Kaiser, and represented the views 
of those who had considered the matter at the time of the drawing up of the 
Treaty of Peace. The only matter which was now under discussion was the 
form in which the demand for the handing over of the Kaiser by the Nether- 
lands Government should be made. His attention had been called to a draft 
that had been prepared by Mr. Lansing and had been provisionally approved 
by the Council of Four on the 26th June, 1919. Since that time the United 
States of America had withdrawn from the conference. Two new drafts had 
been prepared, one by the Drafting Committee and another by the French 
delegation. The differences of these alternative drafts were not considerable, 
and to his mind it did not very much matter which was adopted. On the 
whole, however, after studying all the drafts carefully, he preferred the pro- 
posal of the French delegation, which was drawn up in judicial language 
and was particularly clear and precise. Speaking as a judge, the French 
draft made a strong appeal to him; hence, he proposed that the draft of the 
French delegation should be accepted. It did not appear necessary to say 
much more at this stage, but when the reply of the Netherlands Government 
was received, a good deal more might have to be said. He would therefore 
formally propose that the draft of the French delegation be accepted. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he did not recollect approving or discussing 
Mr. Lansing’s draft at all. 

M. Clemenceau said neither did he. 

Sir M. Hankey said that he had been acting as one of the secretaries of the 
Council of Four on the 27th June, and had drafted the minutes. 
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^ (Sir M. Hankey sent for the minutes of the Council of Four, which 
were produced later on in the meeting, from which it appeared that the 
qmestion had first been raised by President Wilson on the 25th June, 
when, after some discussion, it had been agreed that Mr. Lansing, who 
had acted as chairman of the Commission on Responsibilities, should 
be asked to draft a despatch (g.f, 92, Minute 10 ). Mr. Lansing’s draft 
had been read and approved on the 26th June, when Baron Makiiio 
had reserved his assent (g.f. 93, Minute 6). 

On the 27th June, however, Baron Makiiio had given his assent 
(g.f. 95, Minute 4), and the despatch had been taken note of for use 
when the time came to give effect to article 227 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany.) 

Mr. Lloyd George, after reading Mr. Lansing’s draft, said it did not differ 
materially from the other drafts, but it contained the following paragraph, 
which he thought ought to be included : — 

‘Persons residing in Germany against whom judicial proceedings are to 
be taken by the Allied and Associated Powers will be delivered to them in 
accordance with the terms of article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. If the 
ex-Emperor had remained in Germany he would have been delivered to 
them by the Government of that country upon the request of the Allied 
and Associated Powers. As, however, he is temporarily residing in the 
Netherlands, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, acting in their 
own behalf and in behalf of all the signatories of the Treaty of Peace, and 
in accordance with its terms, have the honour respectfully to request the 
Government of the Netherlands to deliver to them the ex-Kaiser at a time 
and place to be later specified, to be proceeded against in the manner 
provided in article 227 of the treaty.’ 

M. Clemengeau accepted this suggestion. 

Signor Nitti also accepted the suggestion. 

It was agreed — 

To adopt the French text (x4.ppendix 1), in which should be incor- 
porated a passage based on the paragraph of Mr. Lansing’s draft quoted 
above. 

2. Later in the meeting M. Berthelot drew attention to the fact that 
Mr. Lansing’s draft began as follows: — 

‘The Governments of the United States of America, the British Empire, 
France, Italy and Japan have the honour to call the attention of the 
Netherlands Government.’ &c. 

He asked what would be the proper formula for beginning the note, since 
the United States of America could not participate. 

It was agreed— 

That the best formula was that adopted in the draft of the French 
delegation, which begins as follows:— 

‘ In now notifying the Queen’s Government of the text of article 

227 (certified copy attached) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, 
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wMcli came into effect on the 10th January, 1920, the Powers have 
the honour,’ &c. 

3. M. Berthelot suggested that the council might like to take advantage of 
Lord Birkenhead’s presence to consider whether there was any 
Lawfof War action required in connection with those guilty of breaches 

of the laws of war under article 228 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany. The number had now been greatly reduced, and an agreed list 
had been drawn up. He understood that the text of the note to be presented 
to the German Government had also been agreed. 

Lord Birkenhead said he would like to make a few brief remarks. A 
total of several thousand persons had originally been proposed. He had no 
hesitation, in saying that every one of those in the original list was justly 
included. It had occurred, however, to certain members of the British 
Government and, he thought, of the French Government also, that there 
were certain political reasons why the list, which originally included 3,000 
names, should be reduced. In consequence, his colleague, the British 
Attorney-General, had in London and in Paris set to work with his French and 
other Allied colleagues, to reduce the list, which had then been brought down 
to 1,000. Pie himself had had the privilege of attending the committee since 
his arrival in Paris, and a discussion of three or four hours’ duration had 
taken place. It had been agreed that it was desirable to reduce the lists as 
low as possible, for the following reasons : the vindication of the moral law 
of the world made it highly desirable that a certain number of those who had 
violated international law should be punished. It had been felt that if the 
Germans would hand over a smaller number willingly, while they would not 
consent to hand over a larger number, it would be desirable, in the vindica- 
tion of the moral law referred to, to make a reduction. Eventually he and 
his British, French and other Allied colleagues had cut the total list down to 
about 800. It was only found possible to do this by excluding some persons 
who undoubtedly had been guilty of criminal acts : that is to say, it had been 
necessary to make an arbitrary curtailment of the list. The question was 
one of high policy, which he felt sure must have exercised the thoughts of 
M. Glemenceau. He himself did not pretend to know what the prospects 
were of the Germans being willing to hand over as many as 800. If, however, 
they w^ere more likely to assent to hand over a total of 500 than 800, he would 
urge with ail his force to cut the list down to the lower number. This, of 
course, would involve a further arbitrary curtailment. He could not say 
whether the Germans would hand over 500, but he would observe that every 
hundred by which the list was cut down made acceptance easier for the 
Germans. Th<fy might be quite willing to hand over 100. The matter w^as 
so speculative that he would not venture to dogmatise in. regard to it. What 
was of supreme importance, in order to vindicate the moral law of the w'orid, 
was that some of those who had perpetrated crimes should be made answer- 
able for them. 

M Glemenceau said he accepted the general view of the Lord Chancellor. 
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He would talk to M. Ygnace on the subject, and press him to make some 
reductions. One objection he felt was in regard to Belgium, which had suffered 
more 1;han any other country, and to a greater extent than ought to be 
allowed to be passed over. He would reply to Lord Birkenhead that he 
would see the Under-Secretary with a view to making some reduction. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he agreed. The more he thought of it (and he 
had devoted a great deal of thought to the matter) the more he felt that even 
now we were asking for more than any Government could be expected to 
comply with. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that some people felt very keenly on this 
question. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that this, no doubt, was the case. But if, in 
different circumstances, a demand had been made by a German Government 
on a British or French Government for the handing over of 800 officers, he 
did not believe that they would ever comply with it. No British or French 
Government could do so. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that the British and French officers would not 
have perpetrated such abominable crimes. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he wished they could get the number consider- 
ably reduced. If even twenty were shot it would be an example, though he 
did not suggest that twenty was a sufficient number. 

M. Glemengeau said the difficulty was to give a reply when women came 
up from the provinces and told him that their daughters had been carried 
off by the Germans and that they had their names and yet they were not 
included in the list. Still, he would do his very best. He would frankly 
admit that he had told M. Ygnace not to give too much, as this would make 
things difficult for the Government. He would require twenty-four hours 
to consider the matter, which would then be brought before the council 
again. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the worst crimes committed against the 
British had been in the case of submarines. 

M. Glemengeau recalled the case of Gap tain Fryatt.^ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there were some bad cases of German 
submarines firing on men in boats. 

M. Glemengeau said he would do his best. 

4. M, Berthelot called the attention of the council to two notes from the 

_ „ Hungarian delegation, which were read by M, Mantoux 

The Treaty of Peace / a j- j \ 

(Appendices 4 and 5). , , „ . .V . 

The council took note that the Hungarian delegation 
had now agreed to attend to receive the Treaty of Peace? the same after- 
noon. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not think it was possible to refuse to the 
Captain Fryatt, master of the Great Eastern Railway’s steamship Brussels, was cap- 
tured at sea by enemy action on June 23, 1916. He was condemned to death by German 
court-martial for having allegedly attempted to ram the German submarine U.33 on 
March 28 of that year. Captain Fryatt was shot in captivity on July 27, 1916. 
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Hungarians the right to state what they wanted to the council. He recalled 
the deplorable statement of Herr Brockdorff-Rantzau.^ If Count Apponyi 
wished to make a statement from Hungary’s point of view, he did nof think 
he ought to be refused. 

Mr. Lloyd George recalled that the Turks had also been allowed to 
make a statement. 

M. Glemenceau said that he thought the council ought to hear what the 
Hungarians had to say, but they ought not to discuss anything with them. 
The proper course would be to appoint a day and to inform Count Apponyi 
that no discussion would be permitted, and that Si proces-verhal would be taken 
of what he said. 

Signor Nitti agreed. 

Mr. Lloyd George also agreed. He said our object ought to be, if 
possible, to detach the Hungarians from the German connection. 

It was agreed — 

That M. Glemenceau should inform Count Apponyi that the council 
would hear what he had to say on the following day at 2.30 p.m., but 
should notify him that there would he no discussion, and that a proces- 
verbal would be taken of what he had to say. 


5. M. Berthelot raised the question of Belgian participation in the Military 
. , Council at Versailles. This question had been discussed 

at’vmailk^ Gowned council before, when it had been thought that 

Belgium might participate. Marshal Foch had now re- 
ported that, when this question was discussed by the military representatives, 
General Sackville-West had expressed the view that the Belgians ought not 
to participate except when questions relating to Belgium were under discus- 
sion : for example, the Rhineland and the execution of the military clauses 
of the German Treaty. This, he pointed out, was a very wide definition, and 
would enable the Belgians to take part in practically all discussions relating 
to the execution of the German Treaty of Peace. It would, however, exclude 
questions relating to Central Europe. Marshal Foch therefore now proposed 
the question as to whether the Belgians should be allowed to participate on 
the same footing as the Great Powers, or only in purely German questions. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the answer to Marshal Foch’s question 
depended largely on the responsibilities and liabilities which Belgium was 
prepared to accept. If Belgium was prepared to accept responsibility in 
regard to such matters as military action for the defence of the Caucasus and 
the Caspian, which had been referred to the Military Advisers, then he. 
would be very^glad to have the ad\dce of their military representative. 

- The reference was to the statement made on May 7, 1919, by Count BrockdorfF- 
Rantzau, then German Foreign Minister and head of the German Peace Delegation, in 
a plenary session of the Peace Congress at Versailles on the occasion of the presentation of 
tire conditions of peace to the German Delegation. This speech was published at the time. 
An English text of it is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: 
The Paris Peace Conference igiQi pp. 
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O^erwise, however, he did not see why they should take part in such dis- 
cussions. 

M.®GLEMENaEAu agreed. 

Signor Nitti agreed. 

M. Glemenceau instructed M. Berthelot to prepare a reply to Marshal 
Foch in this sense. 

6. M. Berthelot recalled a decision which had been taken in London, and 
confirmed in Paris, in regard to the continuance of the 
Contimmce of Inter- Inter- Allied military organisation under the Presidency 
Mftf of Marshal Foch at Versailles, ^ the second part of which 

Stated that the Military Council should execute such 
orders as the Allied and Associated Powers might give them. The Italian 
delegation had made an objection to this comparatively wide extension of 
the functions of the Military Council. 

After M. Berthelot had given a further explanation of the circumstances, 
Signor Nitti said that he would withdraw his objections. 

Paris, January if, igso. 


Appendix i to No. 73 
Draft of the French Delegation, January 12 , ig20 

In now notifying the Queen’s Government of the text of article 227 (certified 
copy attached)'^ of the Treaty of Peace with Germany which came into effect on the 
I oth January, 1920, the Powers have the honour to make it known at the same 
time that they have decided to put the terms of this article into execution without 
delay. 

In consequence the Powers are addressing to the Netherlands Government an 
official request to place William of Hohenzollern, ex-Emperor of Germany, in their 
hands in order that he may be tried. 

The Netherlands Government is aware of the indefeasible reasons w^hich im- 
periously require that those, even those most highly placed, who have been guilty 
of the premeditated violation of international treaties as well as the systematic 
disregard of the most sacred rules of the law of nations should undergo the process 
(sanction) laid down by the Peace Conference. 

The Powers will briefly recall among so great a list of crimes the cynical violation 
of the neutrality of Belgium and Luxemburg, the barbarous and pitiless system of 
taking hostages, the massed deportations, the seizure of young girls from Lille 
from the midst of their families who were handed over without any protection to 
the worst treatment, the systematic devastation of great regions without any military- 
purposes, the unrestricted submarine war, including the inhuman abandonment 
of its victims on the High Seas, the innumerable acts committed against non- 
combatants under German authority in violation of the laws of war, &c. 

All these acts for which the responsibility, at any rate the moral responsibility, 
lies at the door of the supi-eme Lord, who ordered them and w'ho abused his absolute 
Sec No. 58, minute 4 and No. 54, minute 2. 

Not annexed to original. For the text of this article see appendix 3 below. 
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power in order to infringe or allow to be infringed the most sacred rules of human 
conscience. 

The Powers cannot bring themselves to believe that the Government of the 
Netherlands can regard with less condemnation than themselves the immense 
responsibility which lies upon the ex-Emperor. Holland would not fulfil its inter- 
national duty if it refused to associate itself with the other nations as far as its 
powers permit in order to bring to justice, or at any rate not to impede, the punish- 
ment of these crimes. 

In addressing this request to the Netherlands Government, they think it well 
to point out its exceptional character. They have the duty of enforcing the execu- 
tion of article 227 without allowing delay for the purpose of discussion, because in 
existing circumstances it is not fundamentally concerned with a public accusation, 
having a juridical character, but with an act of high international policy required 
by the conscience of mankind in which the forms of justice have been specially 
considered in order to ensure that the accused shall have guarantees such as public 
right has never yet experienced. 

The Powers are convinced that Holland, which has always shown its respect for 
right and its love for justice and which has been one of the first to claim its place 
in the League of Nations, will not wish to extend its moral approval to the violation 
of these fundamental principles of the solidarity of nations who are all equally 
concerned to prevent a repetition of so great a catastrophe. The people of the 
Netherlands are deeply concerned that they should not appear to protect the 
principal author by giving him protection on their own territory and that they 
should facilitate the trial demanded by the voices of millions of victims. 


Appendix 2 to No. 73 

Draft Note to the Netherlands Government prepared by Drafting Committee^ 
January lo, ig20 

In view of the breaches of every kind committed under the supreme authority of 
William of Hohenzollern, ex-Emperor of Germany, in defiance of promises given 
and of the principles of justice and humanity developed during the progress of 
civilisation, the Allied and Associated Powers consider that all civilised nations 
have a common duty not to allow such a reversion to barbarism to pass without 
bringing those responsible to book. 

Accordingly the Allied and Associated Powers have publicly arraigned William 
Hohenzollern, ex-Emperor of Germany, for a supreme offence against international 
morality and the sanctity of treaties. 

In consecpience and in accordance with the terms of the Treaty of Peace signed 
with Germany on the 28th June, 1919, and now in force, the Allied and Associated 
Powers have the honour to ask the Government of the Netherlands to deliver into 
their hands the person of William Hohenzollern in order that he may be brought 
to trial. 

The Allied and Associated Powers do not doubt that the Government of Her 
Majesty the Queen will associate itself with the sentiments by which they are them- 
selves animated, and will be anxious, as are the Allied and Associated Powers them- 
selves, that the people of the Netherlands should not appear to the world as the 
defenders of acts which have so deeply moved all mankind. 



^ Appendix 3 to No. 73 

Communication to the Government of the Netherlands 

(Approved by the Council of Four on June 26, 1919.) 

The Government of the United States of America, the British Empire, France, 
Italy and Japan, have the honour to call the attention of the Netherlands Govern- 
ment to article 227 of the Treaty of Peace, signed at Versailles the ^ day of 
June, 1919, to which the twenty-seven Allied and Associated Powers and Germany 
are Signatory and Contracting Parties. 

Article 227 is thus worded; — 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers publicly arraign William 11 of Hohen- 
zollern, formerly German Emperor, for a supreme offence against international 
morality and the sanctity of treaties. 

‘A special tribunal will be constituted to try the accused, thereby assuring him 
the guarantees essential to the right of defence. It will be composed of five 
judges, one appointed by each of the following Powers; namely, the United 
States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan. 

‘In its decision the tribunal will be guided by the highest motives of inter- 
national policy, with a view to vindicating the solemn obligations of international 
undertakings and the validity of international morality. It will be its duty to 
fix the punishment which it considers should be imposed. 

‘The Allied and Associated Powers will address a request to the Government 
of the Netherlands for the surrender to them of the ex-Emperor in order that he 
may be put on trial.’ 

Persons residing in Germany against whom judicial proceedings are to be taken 
by the Allied and Associated Powers will be delivered to them in accordance with 
the terms of article 228 of the Treaty of Peace. If the ex-Emperor had remained 
in Germany he would have been delivered to them by the Government of that 
country upon the request of the Allied and Associated Powers. As, however, he is 
temporarily residing in the Netherlands, the principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, acting in their own behalf and in behalf of all the signatories of the Treaty 
of Peace and in accordance with its terms, have the honour respectfully to request 
the Government of the Netherlands to deliver to them the ex-Emperor at a time 
and place to be later specified to be proceeded against in the manner provided in 
article 227 of the Treaty. 

The principal Allied and Associated Governments respectfully call the attention 
of the Netherlands Government to the fact that the delivery of the ex-Emperor is 
requested ‘for a supreme offence against international morality and the sanctity of 
treaties’ ; that proceedings against the ex-Emperor are before a special tribunal in 
which the accused is to have ‘the guarantees essential to the right of defence’ ; that 
the decision is to be ‘guided by the highest motives of international policy’, and 
that the punishment to be inflicted upon the accused, should he be found guilty of 
the offence with which he is charged, is to be fixed by the tribunal ‘wth a view 
to vindicating the solemn obligations of international undertakings and the validity 
of international morality’. 

The principal Allied and Associated Powers further call the attention of the 
Government of the Netherlands to the well-established principle of universal 
application, that even if the offence with which the ex-Emperor is charged were to 
^ Omission in original. 
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be considered political at the date of its commission the agreement of the nations'lo 
submit it and its submission to a judicial tribunal, thus transforming it from the 
political to the judicial forum, make that judicial which would have otlierwis«^been 
political. 

The principal Allied and Associated Powers will be happy to receive the 
assurance of the Government of the Netherlands that it will take the necessary 
measures to comply with the present request. 


Appendix 4 to No. 73 
Count Apponyi to M. Clemenceau 

DELEGATION DE HONGRIE, 

M. le President, neuilly, le i4janvier ig2o. 

J’ai I’honneur de vous accuser reception de votre lettre du 14 janvier courant, 
par laquelle vous invitez formellement la delegation hongroise a se rendre dernain, 
a 4 heures de Tapres-midi, au Ministere des Affaires etrangeres afin d’y recevoir 
le texte des conditions de paix arrEtees par les Puissances alliees.^* 

Bien que n’ayant pas encore pu achever la verification des pouvoirs des repre- 
sentants des AlliEs, nous aurons Fhonneur de deferer a cette invitation. 

Jamais, d’ailleurs, I’idee ne nous est venue de chercher des pretextes pour nous 
derober k une tache pour I’accomplissement de laquelle nous sommes venus a 
Paris. 

Le minime delai que nous vous avons demande n’avait rapport qu’^ la verifica- 
tion des pouvoirs; la question de notre situation vis-a-vis de I’Amerique n’avait 
rien k y voir, comme le texte de notre lettre le prouve a I’evidence. Ind6pendam- 
ment de la question du delai, nous avions le devoir d’eclaircir cette situation et, 
n’ayant aucune communication directe avec le monde exterieur, il fallait bien nous 
adresser dans ce but a votre obligeance. 

Vous avez, d’ailleurs, bien voulu nous renseigner que le representant du Gou- 
vernement des !Etats-Unis sera present a la remise des conditions de paix et nous 
avons en meme temps re9u les pleins pouvoirs de M. I’Ambassadeur Wallace qui 
I’autorisent a conclure la paix avec la Hongrie. 

Veuillez, &c. 

Apponyi. 

Appendix 5 to No. 73 
Count Apponyi to M. Clemenceau 

delegation de hongrie, 

M. le President, neuilly, le 14 janvier ig20. 

La delegation hongroise a la Conference de la Paix a exprime dans sa note du 
14 janvier le desir de pouvoir participer a une discussion orale des pi'oblemes 
touchant son pays, et elle a indique les raisons, concluantes a mon avis, qui 
pourraient amener le Gonseil supreme a changer la procedure dans , le cas de la 
Hongrie. 

^ See No. 7a, minute I and note a. 
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Si, toutefois, cela ne pouvait se faire a titre officiel, je me permettrais de de- 
mander aux representants des grandes Puissances alliees et associees — France, 
Grande-Bretagne, £,tats-Ums d’Amerique et Japon — de bien vouloir m’accorder 
un entretien particulier, non officiel, oii je pourrais mettre sous leurs yeux le point 
de vue hongrois, sans la connaissance duquel il me semble impossible d’aborder les 
graves questions d’equilibre et de tranquillite en Europe orientale. Peut-on, en 
bonne justice et equite, refuser a une nation placee dans une situation telle que la 
notre d’etre ecoutee avant de prononcer son arret definitif ? Peut-on arriver a la 
verite en n’ecoutant qu’une des parties interessees dans des questions contro- 
versees? Peut-on resoudre les problemes de I’Europe orientale, en passant a cote 
de la Hongrie, qui pendant des siecles en etait la clef de voute? 

En tout cas, je dois a mon pays et a la lourde responsabilite que la confiance de 
ce pays fait peser sur moi, de tout tenter pour etre entendu, de tout faire pour 
retablir au dernier moment du moins, et dans la mesure du possible, I’equilibre des 
parties en litige dans un proces ofi I’existence meme de la Hongrie est en question. 

Je ne crains pas de refus dans ces conditions. Mais, si les representants des 
grandes Puissances preferaient s’entretenir avec un ou avec quelques-uns de mes 
collegues a la delegation, ceux-ci sont entierement a votre disposition. 

En votre qualite de president de la Conference de la Paix et du Gonseil supreme, 
c’est vous seul, monsieur, qui pouvez recevoir les communications des delegations 
etrangeres. A ce titre, je me permets de vous prier de faire parvenir k leur destina- 
tion les lettres, identiques a celle-ci, que j’adresse en meme temps aux repre- 
sentants des grandes Puissances susnommees. 

Agreez, &c. 
Apponyi. 


No. 74 , 

i.c.p. 1 8 .] JVotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the American, 
British, French, and Italian Governments, held in M. Pichon's Room, Qiiai 
P Or say, on Friday, January i6, igso, at lo.go a.ml 

Present: U.S.A.: The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 
Winthrop. 

Briiish Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 

SECRETARY, Sir M. Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretary, M. Massigli. 

Signor Nitti; SECRETARY, Signor Trombetti. 

The following were also present: 

British Empire: The Right Hon. the Viscount Grey of Failoden, hir. 

Philip Kerr, Mr. Wise. « 

France: M. Gambon, M. Ygnace, M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta, M. Kara- 
merer, M. Arnavon. 

Italy : Marquis della Toretta. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

^ A variant text of this document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States: the Paris Peace Conference, rprg, vol, ix, p. 863 f, 
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I . M. Glemenceau said he had discussed with M. Ygnace the possibility of 
cutting down the numbers of persons to be demanded under 
LawfofWar^ article 228 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. M. Ygnace 
declared that, while demanding that the French should cut 
down their list, the British had increased their own list. What he proposed, 
therefore, was that M. Ygnace should talk the matter over with the British 
Lord Chancellor and that they should bring a joint report at a future meet- 
ing. 

Mr. Lloyd George agreed to this. 

(M. Ygnace then withdrew, to await Lord Birkenhead, to whom a 
telephone message had been despatched.) 

2. With reference to i.g.p. 15,^ Minute 3, the council had before them 
the report of the committee which they had appointed to 
fn’Rmsia^^ consider the question of commercial policy in Russia (Appen- 

dix i). 

M. Berthelot stated that the committee had met twice on the previous 
day, and had eventually agreed on the report which had been circulated. 
The committee had generally agreed that it was extremely important to try 
and establish direct contact between the Western countries and the Russian 
peasants, in order to secure exports from Russia, which would bring down 
the price of raw materials and affect the rate of exchange. The difficulty was 
that this had to be done without entering into negotiations which would 
involve any sort of recognition of the Bolsheviks. Therefore it was impossible 
to have direct communication with the Bolsheviks. On the other hand, it 
was impossible to proceed without having the assent of the Bolsheviks. There 
might be something in the argument that the Bolshevik Government would 
agree because of the great need of the Russian people. They knew that they 
could only give paper money in exchange for imported goods, and that these 
roubles were of no value. As the peasants had very great need of such articles 
as clothing, boots, drugs, &c., it was possible that the Bolsheviks would allow 
the export of wheat, flax, coal, oil and other essential raw materials. It there- 
fore resulted in this, that the Allies could not send official representatives to 
discuss with the Bolshevik Government, but that the Russian co-operative 
associations, which had offices in Paris and London and had headquarters 
in Moscow, might possibly be able to get authority from the Bolsheviks for 
this commerce. They were prepared to make the attempt, and would inform 
the Allied Governments as to the result. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there seemed complete agreement as to the 
general lines of the report. There were one or two alterations in the form, 
which he wishai to suggest. He referred first to paragraph 8, the second 
and third lines, from which he proposed to omit the following words : — 
‘from the Bolsheviks/ 

so that the first sentence would read as follows: — 

‘With regard to transport, the co-operative headquarters at Moscow 
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Vould endeavour to secure at least four complete trains for use to and from 
the Black Sea ports.’ 

He® also proposed that the heading should read as follows : — 

‘Report of committee appointed to consider the reopening of certain 
trading relations with the Russian people.’ 

Finally, in the same order of ideas, he proposed that in line 3 of the first 
paragraph, instead of the words ‘the whole of Russia,’ should be substituted 
‘the Russian people,’ so that the first sentence would read as follows: — 

‘The committee understands that it has been instructed to consider the 
practical details of a scheme for reconstructing trading operations with the 
Russian people.’ 

M. Glemengeau and Signor Nitti agreed to these alterations. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the next step was to refer it to the 
committee to carry out the policy. 

M. Kammerer said that the only step to be taken was to send a radio 
telegram to Moscow. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked what communication should be made to the 
press. 

M. Glemengeau said that as little as possible should be stated to the press. 
M. Kammerer said that the Bolsheviks would state that this involved 
raising the blockade. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the blockade had already been raised, since 
our ships had been withdrawn.^ It had just been suggested to him, he said, 
that it would be impossible to keep this information from leaking out, because 
the co-operative associations would have to publish it. 

The question was adjourned to enable a press communiqu<^ to be 
drafted. 

At a later stage of the meeting M. Berthelot read the press com- 
munique in Appendix 2. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he had two objections to this draft. The first was 
that the co-operative associations would not like the inference that they were 
taking the initiative in the matter. They had their own friends in Russia, 
and W'ould not wish to compromise them. 

M. Glemengeau said he did not feel that so much as the suggestion of the 
intervention of the Governments, 

Mr. Lloyd George said that also it was not expedient to state in direct 
terms that we would not recognise the Bolshevik Government. This was to 
introduce a provocative note. , 

M. Glemengeau said that every word of this announcement required to 
be weighed, and he would therefore propose to consider the matter after 
hearing the Hungarians that afternoon. 

3 IVIr. Lloyd George may have been referring to the winter withdrawal of British naval 
units from certain areas such as the Gulf of Finland. It does not appear that specific 
instj-uctions raising the blockade had been issued by that date. 
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It was agreed — ^ 

(a) To approve the report of the committee appointed to consider the 

reopening of certain trading relations with the Russian people, as 
amended in the form shown in Appendix 3d 

(b) To remit to the committee the task of giving effect to the report. 

(c) To reserve the question of the press communique until the afternoon 

meeting. 

(M. Jules Gambon entered at this point.) 

3. M. Gambon said that on the previous day, as instructed by the council, he 
The Caucasus Marquis della Toretta had got into 

touch with the representatives of Georgia and Azerbaijan. They 
had begun by communicating to them the resolution of the council that the 
Governments of Georgia and the Azerbaijan should be recognised as de facto 
Governments . 5 They were then asked for their observations and whether 
they had any requests to make. Two representatives (including M. Tsere- 
telli)^ and tw-o for the Azerbaijan had spoken in succession. They had 
thanked the Principal Allied and Associated Powers for giving them recogni- 
tion as de facto Governments, but had asked for more. They desired that 
nothing should be done to hinder their endeavour to detach themselves 
completely from Russia, and they said that they might require financial, 
political and military aid to enable them to establish their old position. He 
and his colleagues had then put some questions to them as to their external 
situation, and particularly as to what dangers they might expect from 
Russia. They had shown themselves more preoccupied with the intentions 
of Denikin than of those of the Bolsheviks. In view of the situation of General 
Denikin’s army at the present time, however, they were for the moment 
somewhat reassured. He and his colleagues, and particularly Mr. Philip 
Kerr, had then asked for particulars as to the military situation of the re- 
publics. At first they had not replied with any precision, but on being pressed 
they had stated that the Georgians could put in the field an army of about 
50,000 men, while the Azerbaijan could provide an army of about 100,000 
men. Their army was composed of a small force of regulars, which was pro- 
vided with officers of the old Russian armies, including generals and major- 
generals, in addition to which there was a national guard. M. Tseretelii had 
considered that the forces were sufficient for the defence of Georgia and 
Azerbaijan against invasion by the Bolshevik armies. He had laid stress on 
the fact, however, that the people would not agree to any offensive war and 
that the army was only equal to a defensive. 

M. Glemenceau thought that even this was- doubtful. 

M. Gambon Said that, even though the numbers of the forces of these 
republics were sufficient, they lacked arms and ammunition, and they asked 
the Great Powers to make good their needs in this respect. When Denikin 

^ Not printed. This appendix was identical with appendix i .subject to the three amend- 
ments proposed by Mr. Lloyd George. 

^ See No. 65, minute 5. ® A Georgian representative. 
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haS been prosperous he had imposed his authority in Daghestan, but, since 
Denikin’s army had practically ceased to exist, Daghestan had been freed. 
Representatives of Georgia and Azerbaijan had pressed the Powers to recog- 
nise the Government of Daghestan as a de facto Government in order to 
provide a buffer zone between them and the north. He wished to add one 
word as to one difference of opinion between the representatives of Georgia 
and Azerbaijan. The Georgians, as could be understood from the situation 
of their country, expressed the opinion that the principal danger from 
Russia — whether from Denikin’s forces or from the Bolsheviks — would come 
from along the coast of the Black Sea, and that there was no serious danger 
from the direction of the Caspian. The Azerbaijanians, however, whose 
State borders on the Caspian suggested exactly the reverse, and considered 
that the great danger came from that side. If the Bolsheviks, on the dis- 
banding of Denikin’s army, followed them as far as Derbend, they would 
easily take Baku, and the whole coast would be in danger. This danger was 
especially great, because some of the ships belonging to Denikin were frozen 
up, and there were no means of meeting an attack. There was only one ship 
there flying the British flag, and that would not be able to effect much. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked for details as to what they had said about 
Daghestan. 

M. Gambon said that they had asked that it should be recognised as a 
de facto Government. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there were really four States in the Caucasus: 
the Russian Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan and Daghestan. The two former 
were Christian. 

M. Glemengeau asked of what kind. He understood from the Georgian 
Minister that they were Gregorians, but when he asked him what Gregorians 
were he said he did not know. 

Mr. Lloyd George said he believed that these tribes would put up a most 
formidable resistance to the Bolsheviks. It had taken the Russians a long 
time to conquer them in the past. The trouble was that Denikin had shown 
himself hostile to them and had bombarded some of their villages. We had 
tried to stop him, but we had not succeeded in doing so. It was satisfactory 
that the representatives of Georgia and the Azerbaijan had not asked for any 
troops. The Caspian fleet, which was now in Denikin’s hands, required 
1,500 sailors to man it. The question arose as to whether it was worth sending 
sailors if Denikin was willing to hand it over. Possibly, however, he might 
not be willing. The British had four battalions of troops at Batoum. The 
Government now had to consider whether they would take these away or 
leave them to stiffen the troops in the Caucasus. If they w^re useful, they 
might leave them there, but only if they were useful. The Aga Khan had told 
him that the Mahometans throughout the world would be very well pleased 
if the Powers would recognise Azerbaijan and Daghestan, which were 
Moslem States. He thought it would be worth while to send ammunition 
to the Caucasus. 

M. Glemengeau agreed, if there were any to send. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said that the British had plenty, and he thought the 
French also. 

M. Glemengeau said he thought it had all been given to the Soviets, 
through Denikin, 

Mr. Lloyd George said that a good deal of ammunition was now on its 
way to the Black Sea, and he would like to divert this from Denikin to the 
Caucasus. He believed also there were lots of material at Novorossisk, and 
this might be diverted to the Caucasus. 

The question was adjourned to a later meeting, when Marshal Focli 
and Field-Marshal Wilson would be present. 

( The meeting adjourned at 11.20 a.m.) 

Paris, January 16, ig20. 


Appendix i to No. 74 

Report of Committee appointed to consider the Reopening of certain Trading 
Relatio?is with Russia 

The committee understands that it has been instructed to consider the practical 
details of a scheme for reconstructing trading operations with the whole of Russia 
without recognising officially the Bolshevik Government, and that, in particular, 
it is to examine how’ far it is possible for the co-operative organisations to assist in 
this process. 

The following outline proposals, which are made after taking into consideration 
the suggestions put forward by M. Berkenheim, are recommended for adoption by 
the conference on the assumption that direct communications between Allied 
countries and territories occupied by Bolshevik forces are practicable :-- 

1. The Allied Governments should inform the co-operative organisations that 

they are prepared to permit the exchange of goods, on the basis of reci- 
procity, between all Russia and Allied and neutral countries, and should 
invite these organisations to export surplus grain, food and raw materials 
from Russia so as to provide exchange for clothing and other goods needed 
by Russia. 

2. The co-operative oi'ganisations would then communicate by wireless with 

their headquarters in Moscow, and enquire whether the co-operative 
movement was prepared to undertake the responsibility for handling the 
export and import of goods and whether such exchanges were practically 
possible. Representatives of the Paris or London office of the co-operative 
organisations would at once proceed to Moscow to discuss details. 

3. The co-operative headquarters in Moscow would ascertain wiiether it would 

be permijtted to export grain, flax, &c., and whether transport and other 
necessary facilities would be afforded to it. 

4. On receipt of a reply, the co-operative headquarters would then communicate 

its decision to its Paris representatives. 

5. If the co-operative headquarters are prepared to undertake the responsibility, 

M, Berkenheim and the other officials of the co-operative organisation 
would then be prepared to make definite contracts to supply grain, flax, 
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&C.J from Russia, provided that they were financed at the beginning up to 
25 per cent, of the full value of the contracts either direct or through 
® British, French or Italian co-operative organisations or private traders. 

6. The balance of the credits required they would themselves provide from their 

own resources in London, Paris, &c., or by arrangement with the British, 
French or Italian co-operative movement or private bankers or traders. 

7. They would immediately proceed to start the shipment of goods purchased 

with these credits to the Black Sea or the Baltic ports, any loss falling on 
them if the goods were confiscated or destroyed. 

8. With regard to transport, the co-operative headquarters at Moscow would 

endeavour to secure at least four complete trains from the Bolsheviks for 
use to and from the Black Sea ports. If this was impossible, M. Berken- 
lieim and his associates would utilise some of their credits for purchasing 
trucks and locomotives in Allied countries. They would, in any case, send 
out a number of motor-lorries to assist the railways. 

9. As soon as it became clear that grain started to be moved out of Russia and 

that the Bolsheviks were offering no resistance, the contracts would, of 
course, be considerably extended so as to cover the full amount of at least 
I million tons of grain, which it is estimated can be exported within a 
reasonable time. 

E. F. Wise. 

A. Kammerer. 
Della Torretta. 

PARIS, January /j, ig2o. 


Appendix 2 to No. 74 

Draft Press Communique 

The Supreme Council has taken up the question and has tried to remedy the 
cruel situation and isolation of the peoples in the interior of Russia, who find them- 
selves deprived of all manufactured products and food from abroad as the result of 
the complete disoi*ganisation that exists in the interior of Russia. 

Qiialified representatives of powerful co-operative societies, who extend their 
organisation and their union in all parts of Russia, and who have offices abroad, in 
particular, in London and in Paris, have been heard by the council of the Allies. 
Their proposal of trying to organise quite outside all political interference regular 
exchanges of merchandise (cereals and commodities and Russian raw material 
against clothes, shoes and manufactured products of all kinds, as well as medical 
stores), has been taken into consideration by the Supreme Council. 

This humane attempt does not involve any modification of the Allied policy 
cvith regard to the Soviet Government. It is the interested individuals themselves 
who , quite independent of all Government action, will try to establish a current of 
exchanges which is so indispensable not only to the well-being of the inhabitants, 
but to tlieir very life itself. 

vxms, January 16, igso. 
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No. 75 


i.c.P. 19.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the^Five 
Principal Powers, held in M. PichoFs Room, Quai dd Or say, Paris, on Friday, 
January 16, igso, at 2.^0 p.m.^ 

Present: U.S.Ar. The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 
Winthrop. 

British Empire: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 
SECRETARY, Sir M. Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretary, M. Massigli. A Stenographer. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary, Signor Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

The following were also present : 

British Empire : Mr. Wise. 

France: M. Berthelot, M. Dutasta. 

Italy : Marquis della Torretta. 

Hungary: Count Apponyi, two other delegates. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

The Chairman; I call upon the chairman of the delegation to speak. 

Count Apponyi Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, I beg to thank you once 
more for having given us this opportunity of approaching you. I would 
frankly prefer a discussion — ^which would, in my opinion, be the only means 
of arriving at a proper idea and a clear knowledge of the complicated 
questions concerning ourselves — but as the Supreme Council has made up 
its mind in the matter, I have only to acquiesce and to accept the situation 
such as it is. In order not to trespass too much on your valuable time, I shall 
plunge into my subject at once. 

Since yesterday we have been officially cognisant of the conditions of peace. 
I feel the immense responsibility resting on me, by reason of the fact that it is 
I who must speak the first words on the part of Hungary concerning these 
conditions. 

I do not hesitate to tell you frankly that, unless certain essential alterations 
are made therein, the conditions of peace which you have been good enough 
to present to us appear to be unacceptable for my country. I have a clear 
knowledge and accurate perception of the dangers and ills which would be 
caused by refusal to sign this peace. And yet, if my country finds that it must 
choose between acceptance of the terms as they stand and refusal to sign, it 
would have to ask itself the question whether it would be worth while to 
commit suicide in order to escape death. 

Fortunately, this stage has not yet been reached. You asked us to submit 
our remarks, and we had the honour to submit some of them even before the 

* A variant text of this document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Policy of the 
United States: the Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. ix, p. 872 f. 

^ An English text of the Hungarian version of the following statement by Count Apponyi 
is printed in The Hungarian Peace Negotiations, vol. 0,10-1^, 
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conditions of peace were handed to us. We feel confident that those remarks 
which have already been and those which have yet to be submitted will be 
consMered by you as thoroughly and as seriously as the gravity of the matter 
admits and demands. We hope to be able to convince you. Our hope in this 
direction is the more real as we do not intend, either now or later on, to make 
a useless parade of our sentiments nor even to adopt an exclusive and irrecon- 
cilable attitude regarding the special interests entrusted to us for defence. 
We look for common ground where we may all meet and be able to come to 
an understanding. This common ground exists. Gentlemen ; it is that of the 
great principles of international justice and of the liberty of nations which the 
Allied Powers have so clearly enunciated ; it is that of the great and mutual 
interests of peace and of European stability and reconstruction. 

It is from the point of view of these principles and interests that we should 
consider the conditions of peace suggested to us. 

In the first place, it is impossible not to be struck by their extreme severity. 

Allow me to explain. 

Somewhat rigorous conditions of peace have certainly been imposed on the 
other belligerent nations, Germany, Austria and Bulgaria. But none of them 
involved territorial adjustments affecting so essentially the very existence of 
the nations as those imposed on us. 

In the case of Hungary, it would be a question of losing two-thirds of her 
territory and nearly two-thirds of her population, and would, moreover, 
mean that what remained of Hungary would lose almost all that was necessary 
to her economic prosperity, since this poor nucleus, separated from the sur- 
rounding districts which furnish the major part of her coal, ore, salt, timber, 
oil and bituminous gas, cut off from her sources of extra labour and from 
her Alpine pastures which contain her reserves of cattle, this poor nucleus, 
I say, would be deprived of all the resources and all the means of economic 
progress left to the country, while at the same time an enhanced production 
is demanded of her. In view of such a serious and exceptional situation, one 
wonders in what way the above-mentioned principles and interests can have 
required this special severity in the case of Hungary. 3 

It is from the standpoint of the great principles and interests referred to 
above that I touch upon this question with the greatest possible brevity. 

Would it be an act of justice inflicted upon Hungary? 

You, Gentlemen, whom victory enables to constitute yourselves judges, 
you have pronounced guilty your former enemies, the Central Powers, and 
you have decided that the consequences of the war shall fail upon those who 
were responsible for it. But then it seems to me that the punishment ought 
to be proportionate to the degree of culpability, and since it is Hungar}’’ on 
'whom are inflicted the hardest conditions of peace, and tnose which strike 
most sliarply at the very roots of her existence, one would imagine that it is 
she U'lio is considered the most guilty nation of all. Now, Gentlemen, without 

^ The two paragraphs immediately preceding, and considerable extracts from the present 
text of the remainder of Count Apponyi’s statement, are printed by D. Lloyd George; 
The Truth about the Peace Treaties (London, 1938), vol. ii, p. 963 £ 
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thoroughly threshing out this question, regarding which we shall submit 
documents to you, it seems to us at the outset that this verdict could not be 
pronounced upon a nation which, at the date of the outbreak of war, was not 
completely independent, which had only a partial influence on the decisions 
of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and which, as is proved by the docu- 
ments recently published by its representatives, exerted that influence against 
such measures as were likely to lead to war. 

I do not think that it can be a question of a verdict, because a verdict 
implies proceedings in which the parties are heard under equal conditions 
and ought to have equal facilities for presenting their arguments. Now, 
Hungary has not been heard; it is therefore impossible that these conditions 
of peace should bear the character of a verdict. 

Is it. Gentlemen, a question of an application of the principle of inter- 
national justice with a view to creating, in place of a polyglot agglomeration 
such as was presented by Hungary, new formations, distributing the terri- 
tories in a more just and equitable manner between the different nationalities 
and better assuring the liberty of each? Here once more, upon studying the 
facts, I am forced to doubt whether this can be the reason for these new 
arrangements. 

In the first place, among these n, 000,000 persons whom it is wished to 
separate from Hungary, there are 35 per cent, of Magyars, three and a half 
million, if computed in the manner least favourable to the interests of our 
cause. There are approximately a million and a quarter Germans, which 
makes 45 per cent, of the total population which it is desii'ed to cut off from 
Hungary. Not only would they not benefit by the application of the racial 
principle, but they would, on the contrary, suffer by it. Therefore, supposing 
— though I am far from admitting it — that in the case of the remaining 
55 per cent, the racial principle were to be more justly applied than in 
Hungary of the past, that principle would still not find its application in the 
case of nearly one-half of the population separated from us. Now it seems to 
me that if there is a principle, that principle ought to be applied equally to 
all those affected by the provisions of the treaty. 

But there is more than that to be said. If we consider the territorially 
augmented States that would arise from the ruins of former Hungary, we 
shall see that they would nearly all be better off from the racial point of view 
than was she. 

I do not wish to weary you by quoting statistics, which will, moreover, be 
contained in the documents which we shall submit to you on this subject. 
But until you have had an opportunity of studying those documents, I beg 
you to admit my postulate in order to follow the arguments which I shall 
take the liberty (S' deducing from it. 

I cannot see that the racial principle, the principle of national homogeneity, 
v/ili gain from this amputation. It would have one sole consequence, which 
I take the liberty of mentioning without wishing to say anything in the least 
offensive to anyone whatever. I merely desire to state a fact. This conse- 
quence would be the transfer of national hegemony to races which, at the 
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present days still stand on a lower level of civilisations at any rate in the 
majority of cases. 

I wish just to lay before you a very few figures: — 

Among the Magyars, the proportion of those who know how to read and 
wTite is 8o per cent. ; amongst the Germans in Hungary it is 82 per cent. ; 
amongst the Roumanians, 33 per cent.; amongst the Serbians, 59 and a 
fraction per cent., nearly 60 per cent. 

If we take the upper classes and consider those who have received a higher 
education, who have passed what is called in French the baccalaureate those 
who have a degree of education equivalent to the baccalaureate it will be seen 
that 40-84 per cent, of those who have received such an education and have 
obtained a degree equivalent to the baccalaureat are Magyars, who form 
54 per cent, of the total population ; 4 per cent, are Roumanians, who number 
16 per cent, of the total population; and i per cent, or 2 per cent, are Serbs, 
who number 2*5 per cent, of the total population. 

I repeat that I call attention to this fact with no intention of wounding the 
susceptibilities of anyone whomsoever. This state of affairs is explained by 
the very simple reason that these neighbouring nations, owing to the unhappy 
incidents of their history, entered later than we into the family of civilised 
nations. The fact, however, remains, and cannot be denied. It seems to me 
that this transfer of national hegemony to an inferior civilisation is not a 
matter of indifference from the point of view of the great intellectual interests 
of manldnd. We have already been furnished with a proof of this contention. 
For at least a year past these neighbours who aspire to part of our territory 
have helped themselves to it by force. Under the terms of the armistice they 
had the right of military occupation, but they seized the whole machinery of 
government. The consequences are patent. In a special document which 
we shall submit to you, we shall enumerate all the destruction of objects of 
cultural value committed during this year. You will learn that two fine 
universities, one, that of Presburg, a former residence of the House of Savoy, 
the other, that of Koloshvar, being somewhat less ancient, but both equal 
to all requirements of modern science, have both been destroyed. The pro- 
fessors ha\'e been expelled, and I should like you to see who have been 
installed in their stead. I would invite you to send commissions of savants 
to make a conijD.'irisou and to ascertain the true state of affairs. It is impossible 
that these historical universities and faculties should thus disappear and be 
replaced by anything of an equal value. It is impossible to replace these 
great cultural institutions. 

llie same applic\s to the machinery of government, and to the teaching 
fjForessifm as a wliolc, from the highest to the lowest degree. 

Some 200,000 children are already running about the sAeets in territory 
occupied by the Roumanians, deprived of any instruction whatsoever owing 
to the lack of teachers, liungarian teachers having been removed and it being 
impos.siblc to replace them. 

The tc.Kt iicrc is evidently incorrect and is not in accordance ■with the Hungarian 
version, op. cit., vol. i. p. 312. 
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Finally, Gentlemen, I consider that, from the point of view of wide 
humanitarian interests, one cannot contemplate with indifference or with 
complacency this transfer of national hegemony to a race which, notwith- 
standing all its promise, stands on an inferior cultural level. 

We have already seen that it is not an act of justice which appears to have 
given rise to the severe terms imposed on Hungary, 

We have seen that the principle of nationality has nothing to gain thereby. 

Is it possible that action was taken in the name of the liberty of nations? 

If so, something must have been taken for granted — the conjecture that 
the non-indigenous races of Hungary would prefer to become part of a State 
belonging to those with whom they are racially akin, rather than to become 
citizens of the Hungarian State, with Magyar hegemony. 

Granted — but it is nothing but a supposition. I beg to point out that, if 
conjecture is to be admitted, the opposite conjecture also holds good, i.e., that 
these 45 per cent, of Magyars and of Germans to be transferred to the new 
States might, just as validly, be considered as desirous of remaining members 
of the Hungarian State. It would merely be a case of changing preferences 
about. But why proceed by conjecture? Why act on a supposition, when 
one simple and unique means of settling the question remains, a means 
which we loudly claim should be applied? That means is the plebiscite. 

In the name of the great principle, so well enunciated by President Wilson, 
that no group of people, no population, can be transferred from one State 
to another without being consulted, as though they were witless cattle,^ in 
the name of this great principle — which is, moreover, an axiom full of 
good sense and desirable from the point of view of ethics — ^we ask for, we 
claim, the plebiscite for all parts of our country which it is desired to detach, 
and I hereby state that we are willing to abide by the results of such plebis- 
cite, whatever they may be. We ask, of course, that it should be taken under 
conditions assuring absolute freedom. 

This plebiscite is the more necessary as the Hungarian National Assembly 
(which will finally decide as to acceptance of the proposed conditions of 
peace) will be incomplete. The inhabitants of occupied territory will not be 
represented therein. And no Government, no National Assembly, is legally 
or morally entitled to dispose of the fate of any unrepresented population. 
Furthermore, the Treaty of Peace contains, under this head, expressions 
which would appear to anticipate difficulties. It states that; Tn so far as she 
is concerned, Hungary renounces . . This is approximately what the 
treaty says. But it would be impossible for us to come to any decisions of a 
legal or moral nature which would be binding upon any population un- 
represented in the National Assembly. 

I repeat that this is substantially the principal request which we submit to 
the Peace Conference. If all the arguments which we could adduce in favour 

5 Note in original; ‘Is this quotation correct, or should the reference be to “pawns in a 
game’'? — Translator' (The English text ofthe Hungarian version here reads ; . as though 
they were a herd of cattle with no will of their ovyn’.) 

** Punctuation as in original. 



of (5ur former territory aad of historical Hungary do not appear to be well 
founded, and if you consider none of them to be conclusive, we would ask 
you to enquire of the populations concerned, to refer to those whose lot is to 
be decided. We declare beforehand that we will abide by their verdict. 

If we take up this standpoint, and if those who oppose us do not dare to 
submit their pretensions and their aspirations to this popular verdict, there 
is but one question to be asked: In whose favour would conjecture be? 

There is yet another point of view from which the principle of self-deter- 
mination can be considered. It may be said that the liberty and rights of 
national minorities will be more securely assured within the territory of the 
new nations than they used to be in Hungary. 

I do not wish to remind you, Gentlemen, of the accusation levelled against 
Hungary with regard to the alleged oppression of non-Magyar races in that 
country. All that I can say is that we shall be only too pleased if our Magyar 
brethren are destined to enjoy, within the territory to be detached from us, 
ail the rights and all the possibilities of self-expression which our fellow- 
citizens of non-Mag)mr nationality enjoyed in Hungary. 

But that is a question which must be dealt with later on. It is not my task 
to discuss it at the present moment, nor would it be possible for me to do so, 
not having the indispensable documents at my disposal, but I am ready to 
discuss it at length, no matter where or when. I merely wish to say this, that 
if the Hungarian regime as regards nationality had been a thousand times 
worse than it was said to have been even by our most inveterate enemies, it 
would still have been infinitely preferable to what is going on in the districts 
occupied by our neighbours and their troops. 

We shall lay before you, Gentlemen, a series of documents dealing with 
circumstances which are taking place, especially in Transylvania. We have 
carefully sifted all the information received on this subject; although we have 
obtained the evidence of the heads of the three Christian Churches in Tran- 
sylvania, Catholic, Calvinist and Italian, we do not claim — we could not 
do so — that our unsubstantiated statement should be believed, since it is 
opposed by contrary statements; what we do ask is that you should go and see 
what is taking place, that you should send out a commission of experts, before 
you arrive at a final decision, in order that you may ascertain for yourselves 
what is happening in the region I have mentioned. 

It is we, Gentlemen, who ask that light should be thrown on the subject; 
it is wc who wish for no other decisions than those taken in full knowledge of 
the matter at issue, and our one further demand is that, in the extreme event 
of territorial adjustments being imposed on us, there should be a more 
efficacious and detailed arrangement for the protection of minorities than that 
contained in the draft treaty presented to us. In our opinion, the guarantees 
provided are absolutely insufficient. We are quite willing to apply them to 
all the non-indigenous populations remaining in Hungary. In this respect 
we arc in entire accord with their representatives, but we believe that it will 
be difficult to obtain satisfactory guaxantees on the part of our neighbours, 
whose racial zeal undoubtedly surpasses our own. Our present experiences 
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show us that that will be very difficult in the case of the withdrawal of ''the 
Roumanian troops as far as the line of demarcation, a withdrawal which we 
demanded and which our Government even made a condition for the despatch 
of the peace delegation to Paris. The language used by the Allied Powers to 
Roumania on this subject was so strong that it seems impossible that it should 
not be followed by actions. Nevertheless, that is what is happening. You 
will at once understand the anxiety we should feel regarding our kinsmen, 
our brothers, if they were to fall under this foreign domination. 

Having finished the discussion of principles, the principle of international 
justice and that of the liberty of nations, and having found no application of 
those principles which would enlighten me as to the reasons for the conditions 
of peace which have been imposed on us, I ask myself whether they were 
inspired by those great interests that I mentioned in my opening words, the 
interests of peace and stability, and the interests of European reconstruction. 

Gentlemen, the Hungarian problem does not represent such a slight pro- 
portion of this general problem as statistics may seem to you to indicate. 

For centuries past, the territory which constituted and still legally con- 
stitutes Hungary, has played an extraordinarily important part in the main- 
tenance of the peace and security of Europe, and especially of Central 
Europe. During the centuries preceding the acquisition of this territory by 
the Hungarians and their conversion to Christianity, there was never any 
rest, never any security for Central Europe, which was subject to every kind 
of barbarian incursion. It is only since the date when the rampart was con- 
structed that security has existed. It is important in the general interests 
of stability and peace that the hotbed of disturbances formed by the east of 
Europe should not be extended, and that those disturbances should not reach 
the heart of Europe through the Balkan peninsula. Historical development 
having been arrested by the Turkish occupation, the balance has not yet 
been regained. Please Heaven, this state of things will soon be changed. It 
is therefore essential that these disturbances which have so often caused anxiety 
in Europe and which on several occasions led us within a hand’s breadth of 
war, should not spread farther afield. 

Historical Hungary has fulfilled this task of maintaining balance and 
stability, thus assuring the peace of Europe against immediate danger from 
the east. She has fulfilled it for ten centuries. She was able to do so thanks 
to her organic unity ‘This country . . . ’^ I am quoting the celebrated French 
geographer, Elise Reclu, ‘this country enjoys the most perfect geographical 
unity which exists in Europe. Its systems of rivers and valleys, all converging 
from its frontiers to its centre, form a unit which can only be administered 
under one unified regime, all its parts being economically interdependent, 
the centre forming a vast agricultural workshop, whilst the surrounding 
districts contain everything necessary for the progress of agriculture.’ 

As I have already had the honour of informing you, the surplus population 
asks no better than to be supported by the proceeds of industrial work. This 
historical Hungary has the most natural geographic and economic unity to 
be found in Europe. In no direction can you trace any natural frontier on 
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her territory; you cannot separate any portion from her without injuring the 
remainder. That is why history has preserved this unity for ten centuries. 
You rhay challenge history as a principle of legal construction and I shall 
have no objection, but you cannot reject it as a witness when it says the same 
thing during the period of a thousand years. It is not an accident, it is the 
nature of things which is speaking. Hungary had all the conditions of organic 
unity with one exception, racial unity. 

I have just said that a State created under the terms of this treaty from the 
ruins of Hungary would not possess greater racial unity, the sole principle of 
unity lacking in Hungary; and I may add that she would have no other 
unity. A State thus created by cutting through natural geographical lines 
would interrupt that fertile internal emigration which leads workers to those 
spots which offer the best opportunities of employment; it would cut the 
thread of traditions which, after all, create a common mentality among those 
who have lived together for centuries, have suffered the same reverses, have 
shared the same glory, the same success, the same progress, the same mis- 
fortunes. Is it not to be feared that instead of creating a centre of stability, 
one may create a continual hotbed of trouble, for we must be under no 
illusion in this respect; a new edifice would be undermined by far more 
dangerous irredentism than that which it is believed had been discovered in 
Hungary, which did indeed exist, but hardly penetrated to the masses; it 
would be undermined by the irredentism of nations which felt themselves to 
be subjected not only to foreign domination, but also to the hegemony of a 
civilisation inferior to our own. That is an organic impossibility. In extreme 
circumstances it might be conceived that even a national minority, with 
perhaps a higher degree of civilisation, might dominate a ma,jority possessing 
an inferior degree of culture, but that a minority or a very slight majority 
having a lesser degree of culture should be in the dominating position, should 
be able to obtain the voluntary submission and moral assimilation of a 
majority possessing a higher degree of culture: that, Gentlemen, is an 
organic impossibility. 

People are pleased to credit us with the intention of correcting by means 
of force anything wdiich may not suit us in the arrangements concluded. We 
are far, Gentlemen, from nursing such insensate schemes. We await every- 
thing from the moral force of the truths and principles to which we appeal, 
and, as regards those things which w^e cannot obtain to-day, w''e expect every- 
thing from the pacific action of the League of Nations, the very mission of 
W'hich is to remedy those international arrangements which are likely 
continually to jeopardise the maintenance of peace. 

Having said this in passing, in order that my words may not be interpreted 
in the sense of a threat which would be as childish as it was futile, I declare 
to you, Gentlemen, that it is not possible, in that troublous part of Europe 
wdiich is so important to the peace of the world, ever to arrive at pacification 
by political means. Internal peace alone can preserve Central Europe from 
the dangers constantly threatening the East. 

Europe is still in need of economic reconstruction. Well, it is impossible 
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that economic progress should not be arrested by these new creations. I liave 
demonstrated how this will necessarily be the case in the lands remaining to 
Hungary. But it will also be the case in the other portions detacheS from 
Hungary, for the simple reason that they would become subject to inferior 
administration, to the regime of a lesser degree of culture, and that they 
would be separated from the other portions of that organic unity with which 
they might progress in common, but without which they would be reduced 
in the most favourable event to stagnation, and in all probability to retro- 
gression. 

Europe has need of social peace. You are better acquainted than I with 
the dangers menacing social peace. You know bettef than I how far the 
effects of the war have upset minds and disorganised the conditions of 
economic life. Our unfortunate experience has been that the progress made 
by revolutionary tendencies is principally due to everything which shakes 
the moral forces of society, therefore to anything wdiich exasperates national 
feeling, but, above all, to the miseries of unemployment. If you aggravate 
the conditions of labour in this part of Europe, which is very near to the ever- 
burning furnace of Bolshevism, if you act in such a way as to render more 
difficult the resumption of productive labour, you will increase the dangers 
threatening social peace. All barriers are powerless against epidemics, 
especially those of the moral order. 

Very probably, Gentlemen, you will say that all these fine speculations are 
counter-balanced by one great fact — that of victory and the right to victory. 
We are aware of this. We are sufficiently practical in politics to reckon with 
this factor. We know what we have to pay to the victors. We are quite pre- 
pared to make good the price of our defeat. But is that to be the only 
principle of reconstruction? Is force alone now to be the foundation of the 
new edifice? Is material force to be the only thing destined to keep upright 
that which crumbles in the building? The outlook for Europe would, in that 
case, be a black one. Gentlemen, we cannot believe this ; we cannot believe 
this to be the mentality of the victorious nations. We can find no hint of it 
in the declarations by which you defined the principles for which you fought, 
nor in the war aims proclaimed by you. 

I say that this does not appear to us to be the mentality of the Great Pow-ers 
who have emerged victorious. Do not take it amiss if, beyond France, 
England and Italy (to mention only victorious European nations), I see the 
shadow of that other France which always led the van of noble endeavour, 
which was ever the mouthpiece of splendid ideas, of that England which was 
the mother of all political liberty, of that Italy which was the cradle of the 
Renaissance a^d of arts and letters. And even as I accept, without mur- 
muring, this law of the victor, I bow before that other France, that other 
England, that other Italy, accepting them willingly as our masters and 
teachers. And — let me lay stress on this, gentlemen— do not imperil the 
great moral influence which you are entitled to exercise, by forcing the note 
of that power which is now yours and which may suffer change. Do not let 
the finest portion of your inheritance be sullied in that way. 
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I^otwithstanding all tlie difficulties with which we are beset, notwith- 
standing all misunderstandings and the obstacles which are placed in our 
way, we set confidently forth on the road which has as last been opened to us 
and which leads to participation in the work of peace, and we do so in 
absolute trust. We trust the sincerity of the principles which you have pro- 
claimed: it would be an insult to do otherwise. We place our trust in the 
moral forces with which we wish to identify our cause, and I can wish you 
nothing better, gentlemen, than that the glory of your arms may be even 
surpassed by the glory of that peace which you are giving to the world. 

Gentlemen, I have but little more to say. 

You will understand that I cannot now plunge into a detailed examination 
of the draft treaty which you have handed to us. I have only referred to the 
territorial question because, strictly speaking, it includes all the others. But 
I should like to draw your attention to some points which ought, in my 
opinion, to be settled with all speed. 

First place should be given to a humanitarian question, that of prisoners 
of war. 

According to the terms of the treaty, repatriation of prisoners of war can 
only begin after ratification of the Treaty of Peace. I beg you, Gentlemen, 
to be good enough to set aside a formalism which causes suffering to many 
innocent families. 

We have addressed a special request to the Supreme Council, with regard 
to the unhappy prisoners of war in Siberia. I appeal to your kindness and to 
your humanity for the settlement of this question, for they are sentiments 
which should out-soar politics, even during the most desperate times of war. 

I should also like to make a remark with regard to the financial clauses. 

In my opinion, the exceptional position of Hungary has not been suffi- 
ciently realised. That country has not only suffered two revolutions, but has 
also had to endure the ravages of Bolshevism for four months and to submit 
itself to Roumanian occupation for several months. In these circumstances, 
it becomes impossible for us to carry out the financial and economic clauses 
of the treaty, if (as is stated therein) all credits granted to us by citizens of the 
victorious Powers become payable immediately upon signature of the Treaty 
of Peace. If that is really so, it will spell insolvency and bankruptcy for us, 
and the victorious nations will certainly feel the effect thereof. We have 
many creditors in your various countries. They will be paid if we are given 
time to do this, but they will not be paid if the debts are to become payable 
immediately. 

Wc are also required — and this proves how desirable it would have been 
to have heard us before — to supply iron ore to Austria. In view of the fact 
that we arc ourselves obliged to import this ore, it will be irnpossible for us 
to supply it. 

The same remark applies to timber used for building purposes. 

These are details which I beg you to consider with that goodwill which has 
been promised us by several of your official representatives. 

Before concluding, I should like to thank you, Gentlemen, for having 
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allowed me to speak, and for having accorded such kind and uninterrupted 
attention to my statement.’' 

The Chairman; Plenipotentiary delegates of the Hungarian Stat^, you 
will have seen with what attention we have followed the statement which has 
been made to us. 

All the arguments which have been put before us will be carefully con- 
sidered. But you must understand that we can arrive at no decision as the 
result of a one-sided statement. It is, therefore, my duty to remind you that 
we have handed you in writing the text of the Treaty of Peace which we 
propose to you. We await your reply before we can pronounce an opinion. 
We have offered you a period of fifteen days in order that you may study the 
treaty. We hope that that period will be sufficient to enable you to collect 
any documents that you may wish to submit to us and to put forward any 
observations that you may desire to make. We should be glad if you could 
give us an assurance that your reply would reach us within fifteen days. 

Count Apponyi: I cannot give you that assurance, Mr. Chairman, but 
we shall do our utmost to enable our reply to reach you within that period. 
We shall be obliged to study the treaty in every detail, and doubtless to go to 
Budapest. If it is necessary, we shall ask you for a few days’ prolongation ; 
nevertheless, we shall make every effort in order not to be obliged to ask you 
for any extra time. 

The questions on which we lay most weight are, the plebiscite of the popu- 
lations which it is desired to separate from Hungary, and the despatch of 
inter-Allied commissions to the occupied districts, in order that you may 
ascertain the state of affairs created by a year’s occupation. 

The Chairman: Does anyone else wish to speak? 

The meeting is adjourned. 

{The Tneeting rose at 4.10 p.m.) 

’ According to Mr. Lloyd George (op. cit., vol. ii, p. 963) Count Apponyi delivered the 
above statement in French and proceeded to repeat it, first in English and then in Italian. 
Cf. also Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States; the Paris Peace Conference ^ igig, 
vol. ix, p. 883. 

No. 76 

i.G.p. 20.] Kotes of a Meeting held in M. Pichon’s Room, Quai d'Orsay, 
Paris, Fridof, January 16, igso, at 4 p.m.^ 

Present; U.S.A.: The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 
Winthrop. 

British Empire-. Tht Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister; 
SECfiETARY, Sir M. Hankey. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertheiot, M^. 
Massigli. 

Signor Nitti; SECRETARY, Signor Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the 
Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. is., 

. ■ ^ . . . . ^ ■ 910 ; 




Tlie following were also present for items in which they were concerned ; 

Great Britain : Mr. Wise. 

» Italy : Marquis Della Torretta. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

This meeting took place immediately after the reception of the Hungarian 
plenipotentiaries (see i.c.p. 19).- 


I . Mr. Lloyd George communicated to M. Matsui the report of the com- 


Commercial Policy 
towards Russia 


mittee charged with the examination of the question of the 
commercial policy to be followed towards Russia and ap- 
proved by the Council at its morning meeting (see r.c.p. 18).^ 


M. Matsui (having read the document) : I shall communicate this report 


to my Government. It does not, however, seem to be of veiy great interest 


for Japan. 

Mr. Lloyd George handed to M. Clemenceau and Signor Nitti a draft 
communique to the press prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr and Mr. Wise. 

M. Clemenceau : I should like to make certain modifications of this draft, 


using for that purpose the draft prepared by M. Berthelot (see Appendix B 
to I.c.p. 


After some discussion the draft communique to the press, as contained 
in Appendix A, was approved. ^ 


2. M. Matsui read the text of the note addressed to the Dutch Government 
concerning the surrender of Wilhelm 11 (see Appendix B). 
Swrender of Glemengeau: The note will be delivered this evening at 

” 6.30 p.m. to the Dutch Minister. 

M. Matsui; This is the first time that I have seen this document. The 
question has already been examined and a draft approved, but I cannot give 
my approval to the new text without first referring to my Government. 

M. Clemenceau: It is impossible to delay the communication which must 
be made to the Dutch Government. 

Mr. Wallace : I myself have not known anything about this note. 

2 No. 75. ^ No, 74 (minute 2 and note 4), 

No. 74, appendix 2. 

” It appears that the foreign Office had not been kept cuxTently informed of the delibera- 
tions resulting in the issue of this communique. Thus on January 20, 1920, Lord Hardinge, 
Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, being in receipt only of press 
reports, represented in telegram No. 77 from the Foreign Office to Lord Gurzon in Paris: 
‘Decision of Supreme Council published here on Januaiy 17 regarding trade with Soviet 
Russia is naturally giving rise to much speculation and it is desirable that it should be 
confirmed and amiililit:d a.s soon as possible. VVe are particularly anxious to know the scope 
of the decision and tlie rea.sons wliich prompted it.’ Lord Gurzon replied jn an unnumbered 
telegram of [aauary 22 from Paris, marked ‘Very confidential, not for circulation’, in u'hich 
he stated : ‘Decision of Prime Ministers in Paris'with regard to trade with Soviet Russia xvas 
taken by them in the absence of any Foreign Office representative, and after the circulation 
of paper by Wise (? have) withheld account of proceedinp, vide minutes as kept by Hankey. 
Prime Minister took line in private conversation that this was not the affair of Foreign 
Office, but of Food Ministry, who shoiild control procedtti’e. Answer (? to your) question 
should therefore be sought from Hankey and Wise.* 
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Mr, Lloyd George : This is a matter concerning the execution of a treaty 
which the United States has not yet ratified. The Allies can inform Mr. 
Wallace of their decisions upon the subject; but it is difficult for tliem«to ask 
him to participate in the discussion. 

Mr. Wallace: I would simply wish to point out that I was not concerned 
in the drafting of this document. 

Mr. Lloyd George: When we hear the Hungarian plenipotentiaries we 
are concerned with the preparation of a new treaty; the presence of the 
American representative was therefore quite natural. In the other meeting, 
however, we were examining various measures of execution of a treaty which 
we have ratified; only the Powers who had ratified could participate in the 
discussion, 

M. Glemengeau: The note to the Dutch Government will be presented 
in the name of the council, but not in the name of the United States, which 
have not ratified the treaty, nor in that of Japan, which has not yet approved 
the draft. M. Matsui can, if he so desires, address a note on the subject to 
the secretariat general, or present his remarks at the next meeting; they will 
then be recorded in the minutes. 

( The meeting then adjourned.) 

Appendix A to No. 76 

Note respecting the Decision to Permit the Exchange of Goods on a Basis of Reciprocity 
between the Russian People and Allied and Neutral Countries 

With a view to remedying the unhappy situation of the population of the interior 
of Russia, which is now deprived of all manufactured products from outside Russia, 
the Supreme Council, after having taken note of the report of a committee ap- 
pointed to consider the reopening of certain trading relations with the Russian 
people, has decided that it would permit the exchange of goods on the basis of 
reciprocity between the Russian people and Allied and neutral countries. For this 
purpose it decided to give facilities to the Russian co-operative organisations which 
are in direct touch with the peasantry throughout Russia, so that they may arrange 
for the import into Russia of clothing, medicines, agricultural machinery and the 
other necessaries of which the Russian people are in sore need, in exchange for 
grain, flax, &c., of which Russia has surplus supplies. 

These arrangements imply no change in the policy of the Allied Governments 
to\vards the Soviet Government, 

PARIS, January 16, jgso. 

^ Appendix B to No. 76 

Note to the Queen of Holland \sic^ demanding the Delivery of the Kaiser for Trial 

The Powers, in communicating herewith to the Government of the Queen the 
text of article 227 (certified copy annexed hereto)® of the Peace Treaty \sdth Ger- 
many, which was put into force on the loth January, 1920, have, at the same time, 
® Not annexed to original of diis appendix. 
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the lionoiir to advise that they have decided to enforce the provisions of that article 
without delay. 

Consequently, the Powers address the official request to the Government of the 
Netherlands for the surrender to the Allies of ’^dlliam of Hohenzollern, ex- 
Emperor of Germany, in order that he may be put on trial. 

As the persons residing in Germany against whom complaint has been lodged by 
the Allied and Associated Powers must be surrendered to them in compliance with 
article 228 of the Treaty of Peace, the ex-Emperor, if he had remained in Germany, 
would have been surrendered under the same conditions by the German Govern- 
ment. 

The Dutch Government is aware of the unassailable reasons which imperatively 
demand that the premeditated violations of international treaties, as well as 
systematic disregard of the most sacred rules of international law, suffer, irrespec- 
tive of persons, no matter of how high position, the penalties provided for by the 
Peace Congress. 

The Powers call attention, among other crimes, to the cynical violation of the 
neutrality of Belgium and Luxemburg, the barbarous and merciless hostage 
system, the mass deportations of populations, the carrying away of the young 
women of Lille, torn from their families and thrown defenceless into the most 
promiscuous environment, the systematic devastation without military justification 
of entire territories, the unrestricted submarine warfare, including the inhuman 
abandon of victims on the high seas, the innumerable acts committed by the 
German authorities against non-combatants in contempt of the laws of war, &c. 
The responsibility for all these acts, at least the moral responsibility, lies with the 
supreme chief who commanded and who took advantage of his power to break, or 
to permit to be broken, the most sacred rules of the human conscience. 

The Powers cannot conceive that the Dutch Government could consider the 
tremendous responsibility of the ex-Emperor with less disapproval than they them- 
selves. 

Holland would not be fulfilling her international obligations if she refused to join 
the other nations within the means at her disposal in carrying out or at the very 
least in not hindering the punishment of the crimes committed. 

In addressing this recpiest to the Government of the Netherlands, the Powers 
deem it their duty to chvell especially on the particular character of this request. 
It is the duty of the Powers to ensure the execution of article 227 without being held 
back by argumentation, because the case under discussion does not fall within the 
lines of a public accusation of a fundamentally legal nature, but it is an act of high 
international policy, imposed by the conscience of the universe, for which the 
procedure was provided in order to give the accused such guarantees as have never 
been knowm before in international law. 

The Powders are convinced that Holland, a country that lias alw'ays asserted its 
respect of law and its love of justice, and which, among the first, asked for a place 
in tlie I.eague of Nations, wall not attempt to help cover with her moral authoi ity 
violations of the essential piincipies of the solidarity of nations, ail equally interested 
in preventing the return of a similar catastrophe. 

Tlie people of the Netherlands have the highest interest in not appearing to 
protect or to slielter the principal author of these crimes on their territory, and in 
facilitating the trial wdiich the voices of millions of victims demand. 

T-Ams, January ij, jggo. 


II 3 .N 
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No. 77 


i.G.p. 21.] Motes of a Meeting held in M. Pichon's Room, Quai d^Orsay, 
Paris, Monday, January ig, igso, at lo.^o amiJ 

Present: U.S.A.i The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 
' Winthrop. 

Great Britain : The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs, The Right Hon. W. S. Churchill, Secretary of State 
for War, The Right Hon. Walter Long, First Lord of the Admiralty; 
SECRETARY, Sir. M. Hankcy. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M'. 
Arnavon, M. Massigii. 

Italy: Signor Nitti; secretary. Signor Trombetti. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : — 

Great Britain: Admiral Earl Beatty, First Sea Lord, Field-Marshal Sir 
H. Wilson, Bart., C.LG.S., Mr. Vansittart, Mr. Carr. 

France: M. Gambon, Marshal Foch, General Weygand, M. Laroche, 
M. Kammerer, M. Hermitte, M, de Montille. 

Italy: General Gavallero, Colonel Castoldi, Marquis della Torretta. 
Japan: M. Sawada. 

Interpreter; Professor Mantoux, 

I. M. Clemengeau: The first question that arises is that of the telegram that 
. . , p ought to have been sent dealing with the arrangement with 
wUh^RusBa ^ Russian co-operatives. That telegram has not been sent. 

Why? 

M. Kammerer: We were waiting for instructions on the point. Last night 
M. Berthelot told me that the telegram could be sent. I stated that, for my 
own part, we had no objection to its despatch. 

M. Glemenceau: Were you in a position to raise objections to the despatch 
of that telegram? 

M. Kammerer : Not at all, but I had to say that I had not had instructions 
and that I was awaiting them. In any case the telegram is ready and is going 
to be sent. 

Signor Nitti : To arrange the details of execution of the question in the 
best way possible, it would be well to send it to the Supreme Economic 
Council. 

Mr. Lloyd George: I am in entire agreement. All that ought to be done 
by the Economic Council and not by the Foreign Ministers. 

M. Clemengeau: We are then agreed upon that. 

It was decided: 

That economic questions involving the commercial policy of the Allies 
in Russia should he dealt with by the Supreme Economic Council. 

^ This document is published in Papers relating to the Foreign Relatmis of the United States: 
the Paris Peace Conference, igig,vo\, 
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Mr. Wallace would refer the present resolution to Washington for the 
instructions of his Government. 


Situation in 
the Caucasus 


2 . M. Glemengeau: We will go on [to] the Caucasian question. I think 
that Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson or Marshal Foch ought first 
to be heard. 

Marshal Foch: A question on this subject was put to the Inter- 
Allied Military Committee at Versailles:- the committee pronounced an 
opinion. It is to that opinion that I am now going to refer. 

M. Glemengeau: You mean, I take it, the pronouncement of the 12th 
January ; that has been circulated ; ever^^-body here knows it ; have you nothing 
to add to that? (See Appendix.) 

Marshal Foch: No, Mr. President, I have nothing to add unless it be 
that since that time the situation cannot have appreciably changed, that in 
any case, if it has changed, that can only be to our disadvantage, and conse- 
quently that the restrictions we formulated are perhaps even more justified 
at the present moment. 

Sir Henry Wilson: I also am in the position of having nothing to add. 

Mr. Lloyd George : What is necessary at the very outset is to collect all 
available information so as to be in a position to discuss the matter profitably 
later on. 

M. Glemengeau: We are agreed. 

Mr. Lloyd George: The military advice, if I have understood it correctly, 
is that no barrier consisting of less than three divisions would be effective 
against the Bolsheviks; and Lord Beatty could not send his sailors unless 
there were already assurance of such effective military measures. 

Lord Beatty: I have nothing to add to that statement of the situation. 

Mr. Lloyd George ; The situation may be regarded from another point 
of view. With the object of holding up the Bolsheviks, would it be any 
good to supply the Caucasian Republics of Azerbaijan, Daghestan and 
Georgia with guns and war tnateriel? And, if so, ought it to be done 
immediately? 

Marshal Foch: That question is ver)’- difficult to answer from here. Only 
an officer on the spot would be in a position to say what effective force those 
countries can muster and whether therefore it is worth while supplying them 
with anything whatsoever. 

M. Glemengeau: Does the marshal suggest entrusting such a mission to 
an Allied general? 

Marshal Foch: There is an English general with Denikin and the French 
General Mangin is also there. 

Mr. Lloyd George: But what I want now is militaiy advice. We have 
alread)- been asked to send materiel to those tribesmen. I want to know if tha t 
is militarily expedient. 

Marshal Fogh: I am entirely without information as to whether those 
populations are ready to receive materiel and to employ it to advantage or 
2 See Ho. 54, minute 3. 
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whether all that we might send would not simply fall into the hands of the 
Bolsheviks. 

Sir Henry Wilson: In the meeting that took place the day before fester- 
day and at which we examined the defence of the Batoum-Baku line, the 
conclusion was reached that unless the British nav>^ effectively held the 
Caspian, that line could not be effectively defended: and, inversely, that 
unless there existed the means of defending that line, it was impossible to 
send naval forces into the Caspian. For that matter, unless the Caspian is 
occupied and held, Baku will certainly fall, 

Mr. Lloyd George: I take it then to be Sir Henry Wilson’s advice that 
we ought not to send war material to those peoples to help them to defend 
themselves against the Bolsheviks. 

Sir Henry Wilson: That, Sir, is undoubtedly my opinion, if the Caspian 
is not effectively held by the British navy — I should then send nothing. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: I entirely agree with Sir Henry’s opinion on 
that point. Indeed, if the Caspian were not held, all that we might send 
would almost immediately pass into the hands of the Bolsheviks. 

Lord Curzon : I should like to add a word. If, as General Wilson says, 
an Allied military expedition could not succeed, then obviously we ought not 
to send one, but the present question, it seems to me, is not so comprehensive. 
I have been speaking with the representatives of the Caucasian republics who 
are at this moment in the adjoining room. They have told me already that 
the Bolsheviks will attack them; they are anxious to defend themselves, 
provided we supply them with food, arms and munitions. So supplied, they 
believe that the danger could be averted. Without supplies, their fall, they 
say, is inevitable. In any case I suggest that we take no decision upon the 
matter without first of all hearing them. 

Marshal Fogh: I repeat my question: can we inform ourselves suffi- 
ciently here? I am willing to accept the discussion which ought to be profit- 
able, but I think that we cannot have really adequate information unless we 
send actually on to the spot a representative of the Allied Powers. 

M. Clemengeau: The reason for your remark is, I believe, that you did 
not quite understand what has just been said, to wit, that the representatives 
of the republics of the Caucasus are at present within the building and that 
it would be possible to hear them now. 

{The representatives of the Republic of Georgia, MM. Tsheidze, 
Tseretelli and Avalov, and of Azerbaijan, MM, Topchibachev and 
Magaramov, were then introduced.) 

M. Clemengeau: Gentlemen, the conference has been discussing the 
urgency of sending to Georgia, Daghestan and Azerbaijan, food, arms and 
ammunition. We are told that you can give us information about an intended 
Bolshevik attack upon your people and of the means at your disposal for 
defence. We wish to know if at this juncture you would be in a position to 
exploit the help that we might be able to send you. We are quite disposed 
to do something effective, but we want to know the present state of your 
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countries and whether such aid would be effectively used against the Bol- 
sheviks, or whether it is more likely to happen, as it did with Denikin, that 
the ^Qolsheviks would be strong enough simply to capture from you the 
materiel sent and thus to make matters worse. 

M. Tseretelli: I speak in the name of the Georgian delegation as well as 
in that of the delegation of Azerbaijan. We are equally likely to be attacked 
by the Bolsheviks, but we do not know whether we shall be or not. Were we 
helped by the Entente^ the Bolsheviks might hesitate to attack us. In any case, 
we need the material assistance of the Great Powers if we are to defend 
ourselves. 

M. Glemengeau ; Am I to understand that you are asking us to send troops 
also? 

M. Tseretelli: That would be better still; but the mere fact of being 
protected on the sea and receiving the arms, munitions and food we require 
would be an invaluable help. The state of mind of our people is such that, 
should the Bolsheviks attack, and if at the same time we received the material 
support of the Entente^ we hope to defeat every attack. But such material aid 
is necessary immediately. We would like in any case to point out that the 
present situation in the Caucasus is dangerous from the point of view of the 
morals [? morale] of the populations. When Denikin was in our land, our 
despairing peoples fought his troops by every means in their power, and a 
current of sympathy with the Bolsheviks appeared. To-day, our people see 
their independence recognised and we are convinced that all the forces of 
the Highlanders will be used to resist a Bolshevik invasion and to defend 
our independence. It is under those circumstances that we build so much 
hope upon receiving help from the Supreme Council. We do not wish war : 
we are even ready to come to an agreement if that were possible with the 
Bolsheviks, but only upon the condition that they also recognise our inde- 
pendence. 

M. Glemengeau: You would really sign an agreement with the Bolsheviks? 

M. Tseretelli: Yes, on condition that they pledged themselves not to 
invade our country and that they did not try to introduce propaganda among 
our people. But I must repeat, if we were strong, and the Entente w^ere to help 
us, tlie Bolsheviks would be obliged to recognise our independence and give 
up their attempts. 

I should nevertheless like to point out that there are three Transcaucasian 
Republics — Georgia, Azerbaijan and*Armema. We would like to know why 
Armenia has not received de facto recognition. That recognition would help 
us all and render easier resistance to any aggression whatsoever. But, in 
shorL it is in immediate help that our hope of resistance lies. 

Mr. Li.oyd George: How many men can iVzerbaijan put into the field? 

M. M’agaramov: A military law has been passed by our Parliament; 
assuming that we have the necessary arms and munitions, we shall be able 
to put into the field some 100,000 men. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Have you the troops at the moment? 

M. Magaramov: We have a little army, in the command of a native 
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Azerbaijan general, about 50,000 strong, perhaps more, disciplined; but 
there are only from 10,000 to 12,000 of these men with arms. 

Mr. Lloyd George: And in Georgia? ^ 

M. Tseretelli: We have about 16 battalions of regular troops, each 600 
strong, and nearly 15,000 men of the National Guard. These are well- 
disciplined troops. In a fortnight we could mobilise 50,000 men if we had 
the necessary arms and munitions. But on the other hand, in a war for 
independence we could count upon the support of our whole people, among 
whom national enthusiasm runs very high. I am myself not a military 
specialist; but, if the Supreme Council wishes quite accurate information we 
can ask our Government by telegraph to supply it. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Is compulsory military service the system obtaining 
in Georgia? 

M. Tseretelli: Yes, and in the Russian army Georgian officers were 
considered the best. Our troops too were among the flower of the Russian 
army. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Have the young men of Azerbaijan received military 
instruction? 

M. Magaramov: There was no compulsory military service with us; but 
at the beginning of the war there were organised detachments of volunteers 
who distinguished themselves in the Iron Division, We had .remarkable 
officers and generals. It was only two years ago that our republic was con- 
stituted. Henceforth all our youth must serve with the colours. 

Lord Gurzon : Reports that I have received say that a certain number of 
officers of Azerbaijan are Turkish officers. Does the presence of these Turkish 
officers in the army leave us the guarantees necessary in a fight against the 
Bolsheviks? 

M. Magaramov: After the conquest of Azerbaijan by Russia a great part 
of the population emigrated twenty-five years ago to Turkey. Later on, 
when the Turkish army invaded the Caucasus, a certain number of its 
officers were natives of our country and of Daghestan. Among these, some 
fifty preferred to remain in Azerbaijan, but they are native Caucasians, and 
we can be certain that they, like all our populations, will use their whole 
energy in fighting the Bolsheviks for the defence of our independence. 

M. Topchibachev: We, the inhabitants of Azerbaijan, dread Bolshevism 
even more than do our Georgian neighbours. We have had an experience of 
it. The Bolsheviks occupied our country for four months. I myself, head of 
a Transcaucasian committee, was a prisoner with them for two months and 
a half. 

The danger threatens us from two sides — from the north and from the 
Caspian. On tlifc Caspian side we hope that the English, who have a naval 
base at Enzeli, will give us, perhaps, marines and, in any case, arms and 
munitions. As for the northern frontier, we believe that in order to protect 
the whole of Transcaucasia, and especially Azerbaijan, it is expedient to 
recognise the Republic of the Highlanders, ^ which would then form a buffer 
3 Daghestan. 
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Stc?tc against Bolshevik attacks. These Highlanders are, indeed, a very brave 
people. 

M^, Lloyd George : Did the fight against Denikin take place in Georgia 
or Daghestan? 

M. Tseretelli: Denikin invaded Daghestan and the fight developed 
between the Highlanders and him. As for Georgia, it has always been 
threatened by Denikin; we displayed our sympathy with the Highlanders, 
who were defending themselves against him. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Why did Denikin attack Daghestan? 

M, Tseretelli; Denikin looked upon Daghestan and all Transcaucasia as 
Russian provinces. He judged it easier to invade those territories than to 
fight the Bolsheviks ; it was against the peoples of the Caucasus that he turned 
the arms which were supplied to him to maintain the fight against the army 
of the Soviets. 

Mr. Lloyd George: For that attack had he great forces at his disposal? 

M. Tseretelli; His forces were fairly large, how large I cannot say, 
exactly. Anyhow, he had to use a great many men in maintaining the strife 
of factions in which the Highlanders involved him. The fight lasted nearly a 
year ; I do not know whether it is not still going on. We have no recent news, 
I believe that Denikin has issued an appeal to his troops. Whatever may be 
the number of his forces, they are disorganised and demoralised and are 
doubtless no longer worth very much. 

Mr. Lloyd George: What is the Cossack’s attitude towards Denikin? 

M. Tseretelli: According to reports we have received from Tiflis, con- 
firmed by M. Bitch, president of the Kouban delegation, who is in Paris, 
great discontent reigns among the Kouban population ; it is possible that the 
discontent is already receiving some direction. In the existing situation the 
Red army is able to invade Kouban. But resistance to the Bolsheviks is being 
organised under the direction of M. Magaramko, the President of the Rada 
of Kouban. But it is still necessary to have the guarantee that it is not 
Denikin who will profit by the defeat of the Bolsheviks. 

Mr. Lloyd George: How long has the Kouban delegation been in Paris? 

M. Tseretelli: For a year. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Is there a Separatist movement in Kouban? 

M. Tseretelli : That is the political tendency of the Kouban delegation, 
which is keeping in touch with its own country. That delegation presented 
to the conference a memorandum asking for recognition of the independence 
of the Kouban Republic. 

Signor Nitti: If I have properly understood M. Tseretelli, the real objec- 
tive of Denikin’s army is the reconstitution of the old centrahsed Russia, 
rather than the defeat of the Bolsheviks — is M, Tseretelli quite sure about 
that? 

M. Tseretelli: I am certain. I do not know Denikin’s personal ideas, but 
the unanimous opinion was that, had he managed to defeat the Bolsheviks, 
he would immediately have turned all his efForts towards the reduction of those 
nations whose independence has been proclaimed. That is not merely my 
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conviction, it is that of all those independent States of which I speak find 
which defended themselves against him. It is the conviction also of our 
Azerbaijan neighbours. 

Signor Nitti: Do you believe that the recognition of the Caucasian 
republics, which exist already, or which will be recognised later, could arouse 
the spirit of resistance in the country? 

M. Tseretelli: I am convinced that that recognition will strengthen 
resistance to. all aggression from whatever side the aggression comes. We 
entertain the high hope that after the first step which has just been taken, 
the Supreme Council will go to the full length of recognising our republics 
de jure. That is the hope that sustains the courage of our peoples and our 
Governments; our population will display all the more zeal, as they know 
that this de jure recognition will come about. 

As for Denikin’s policy, he has declared officially several times that he did 
not recognise the right of our nations to self-determination ; in his eyes, we 
still constitute mere provinces of the old Tsarist Russia. 

M. Magaramov: The Georgian delegate, in explaining the dangers that 
might menace his countiy from the direction of the Black Sea, has shown that 
on that side the Entente could send ships of war. But for us, on the Caspian, 
the situation is entirely different. Sending ships of war there cannot be 
thought of. There is a Bolshevik fleet to the north of Petrovsk and a small 
fleet of Denikin’s between Petrovsk and Baku; finally, at Enzeli, there is an 
English ship with some small gunboats. 

Recently, the Azerbaijan Government protested against the allocation of 
a fleet to Denilun; but, at the present moment the volunteer army is beaten 
and the crews of his fleet, who manifested sentiments of sympathy with the 
Bolsheviks, are going possibly to join them; hence will arise a danger for 
Baku and for the defence of all Transcaucasia. That is why we should be 
happy if the conference would be good enough to take the necessary measures 
to prevent Denikin’s joining the Bolshevik fleet. 

Mr. Lloyd George ; Gould you garrison Baku if you were given the arms? 
How many men could you find to defend that town? 

M. Magaramov: There is a strong garrison at Baku already. 

M. Glemenceau: Of how many men? 

M. Magaramov: We do not know now, as for two months direct com- 
munications have been cut off. Within that time the strength of the garrison 
may have varied. However that may be, twn months ago there were 7,000 
men in Baku, all natives of Azerbaijan, of which State Baku is the capital. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Why did Denikin not receive the support of the 
peasants in Ukrania? Why did they abandon him? 

M. Tseretel^li: I think that Denikin was considered in Ukrania the 
representative of the counter-revolutionary movement which was going to 
take the land from the peasants and restore it to the nobility. He was looked 
upon as a man who had placed the Ukraine under the yoke of a centralised 
Government reminiscent of Tsarism. In fact, both from the social and from 
the national points of view, the peasants looked upon Denikin as the enemy. 

920 



^To avoid all misunderstanding, allow me to supplement what I said a little 
wliile ago. I spoke of Kouban. I am not qualified to make known here the 
aspi?cations of its population, and I cannot say whether the Separatist move- 
ment is very strong in that region or whether it is merely destined to avert 
the possibility of a civil war. In any case, I should not like to give the impres- 
sion that the cause of Azerbaijan and of Georgia ought to be considered from 
the same standpoint as that of Kouban. As you know, our populations are, 
from the national point of view, quite different. For centuries they have lived 
as independent States. I want it to be clearly understood that all I have said 
has merely the value to be attached to the information that can be given by 
a man who has read the newspapers. There is a Kouban delegation in Paris; 
only that delegation is in a position to speak precisely upon the national 
aspirations. 

Mr. Winston Churchill : Was the Kouban delegation regularly appointed 
by the Rada? 

M. Tseretelli: Yes, and its president is the President of the Rada. He 
is M. Bitch, a man very well known in the Caucasian world. He has been 
here for nearly a year. 

(At this point the representative [s] of Georgia and of Azerbaijan left 
the conference.) 

Mr. Winston Churchill: Could Marshal Foch tell us whether he looked 
upon the question of the defence of the Caucasus as a problem standing by 
itself or as a part of the problem of the general defence against Bolshevism ? 

Marshal Foch: I have not considered the problem exclusively from the 
former point of view. To me it seems obvious that that question is part of the 
general problem of the defence against Bolshevism. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: On which side are the forces at present 
threatening the Caucasus most formidable, Denikin’s or the Bolshevik? 

Marshal Foch: I believe that Denikin’s forces may be considered so far 
reduced that in a short time they will not exist, but I have no precise infor- 
mation. I have still less information about the Bolshevik army; but it is 
beyond question that Bolshevism is in the ascendant, that it is led by a great 
number of German officers, who, having no occupation at home, are going 
to gain their living elsewhere. We can therefore count upon seeing it still 
carried on by its own momentum; I would not say victorious, but at least 
penetrating various countries under different guises. In those circumstances, 
it is high time to establish, wherever we can, at least a barrier. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: Does Marshal Foch consider Poland in 
danger ? Is he aware of concentrations of Bolshevik forces in that direction? 
And assuming that Denikin’s forces disappear, does he think it probable that 
Poland will be attacked. In that case, when might the atttJck take place? 

Marshal Foch: I do not know that Bolshevik concentrations or attacks 
are in preparation, but that is quite possible at some undefined future date. 
Considering the extent of their resources, that seems all the easier; the Bol- 
sheviks are going to have at their disposal vast territories of enormous re- 
sources, and also, as I already said, German officers who will imprint a 



military stamp upon bands hitherto rather loosely organised. There •'i'^ 
therefore every reason for apprehension. I do not know that they are going 
to attack Poland, but such an attack might well take place. When iVdoes 
they may easily be strong enough to get the better of the Polish army. Were 
Russia to recover all its former vast area, any calamity is possible unless 
serious precautions are taken to meet it. In a word, it is necessary to confront 
a vast Bolshevik Russia with strong, united efforts. It is not by Poland alone 
that it must be resisted, but by every State which can collaborate in the effort. 

The forces that can be opposed to the Bolsheviks are those of scattered 
republics, organised or unorganised. Passing from Azerbaijan by the 
Caucasus there are Georgia, Bessarabia, Poland, Esthonia, Latvia — all new 
States which might be placed in a very difficult situation if they were aban- 
doned. If, on the contrary, they are taken in hand, it is possible to succeed 
in establishing a system of military forces powerful enough to hold Bolshevism 
in check. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Do you propose a military entente between these 
different States with the object of attacking Soviet Russia, or, on the contrary, 
with the object of common defence in case the Bolsheviks attack? 

Marshal Fogh : The first thing to be done is to stop the advancing Bolshe- 
vism and to consolidate the States which have just been founded. It is a 
matter of establishing a defensive organisation, a safety belt to protect Central 
Europe against the advance of the Bolsheviks. That is the goal to be reached 
first of all. 

Mr. Lloyd George: You would not then propose equipping the Polish 
army to enable it to enter Russia? 

Marshal Fogh: No, and I go further still. Even if the Polish army were 
equipped it could not accomplish that task. If I were asked for my opinion 
I should only propose to realise an entente between Poland, Roumania, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Esthonia and Finland. An entente in the first instance, 
political, with the object of arresting the progress of Bolshevism. That league 
the Transcaucasian countries would join and Bolshevism would thus be 
surrounded. 

Mr. Lloyd George ; Do you know whether the Bolsheviks are preparing 
to attack those countries? 

Marshal Fogh: That one cannot know till after the event. 

Mr. Lloyd George: Gould you now mention a single one of those 
countries against which the Bolsheviks contemplate a military attack? 

M.arshal Fogh: When that attack takes place, I shall be in a position to 
reply. I could not do so beforehand. 

(At this point the military experts left the conference.) 

Lord CuRZONf I should like to explain why, when recognition was given 
to Georgia and Azerbaijan, it was not also given to Armenia. I myself was 
responsible for the original proposal that Georgia and Azerbaijan should be 
recognised. Why I did not propose at the same time to recognise Armenia 
’svas that the question of Armenia had still to be decided by the Treaty of 
See No. 65, roinute 5. 
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p€^ce with Turkey. It was felt that to give recognition at that time would 
be to anticipate the work of the Peace Conference. Nevertheless, there are 
now |trong reasons for gi\dng recognition to Armenia. The present Armenian 
State forms part of the old Russian Empire with its capital, Erivan, just as 
did Georgia and Azerbaijan. Moreover, the Armenian State is prepared to 
join in the defence of the Transcaucasian States against the Bolsheviks. 
Consequently, I think it would be just and wise to give it recognition on the 
clear understanding that that does not prejudice the ultimate delimitation of 
Armenia, the boundaries of which have still to be decided in the Treaty of 
Peace with Turkey. 

M. Clemengeau: Are there any objections? As there are none, we there- 
fore agree to recognise the Armenian Republic on the condition just proposed 
by Lord Curzon. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: The decision we have just taken, being of a 
diplomatic and political nature, does not solve the military problem. The 
present situation of the Armenian Republic, like that of the other Caucasian 
republics, remains precarious; attacked by Turks on the south, and threatened 
on the north by the Bolsheviks, its complete extinction is a possibility to be 
reckoned with. 

Mr. Lloyd George : I am informed that the United States Treasury has 
made a recommendation to Congress that the sum of 25 million dollars should 
be allotted to Armenia. The recommendation has still to be considered by 
Congress and the Senate, but I understand that it will probably be adopted. 
That will be a very material help. 

Mr. Wallace: I believe that Mr. Lloyd George’s statement is accurate. 

Mr. Lloyd George : That is one very important matter settled. We have 
now to decide what support, if any, ought to be given to the Caucasian 
States. Marshal Foch has said that three divisions are necessary. The British 
Government cannot possibly spare these. 

M. Clemenceau: Neither can we. 

Signor Nitti : Italy, too, cannot send any. 

Mr. Lloyd George : We must then find out whether we can send arms 
and munitions. 

Mr. Winston Churchill: That question is bound up with the Caspian 
problem. 

Mr. Lloyd George : That question does not quite arise at the moment, 
but may be considered later on. I do not see that any harm can come of 
sending arms and supplies. Before the Bolsheviks can reach the Caucasus, 
they have to pass through the most productive provinces of Southern Russia ; 
consequently they would have no need to capture any food we might send to 
the Caucasus. As for war materiel, the Reds already have sg> many rifles that 
the capture 0125,000 or 50,000 more would not make much difference; they 
have captured from General Denikin some 600 guns, many of them made in 
Great Britain, and they have also captured some excellent tanks. In these 
circumstances, the danger from supplying a certain number of guns and 
rifles to the Caucasian States is not very great. These people claim that they 



can put up a good enough fight to impress upon the Bolsheviks that it is not 
worth their while to attack. The chances are, too, that the Bolsheviks do not 
want to wage a big fight in those regions except in order to secure Baku^, For 
all these reasons, I am of the opinion to supply the Transcaucasian re- 
publics with all the material aid asked for, on the express condition that the 
Caucasian States will resist the Bolsheviks and garrison Baku with all their 
strength. 

Mr. Winston Churchill : I hope that any grant of arms to the Caucasian 
States will not be deducted from the final ‘packet’ of supplies to be sent to 
General Denikin. 

Mr. Lloyd George: I should like to point out that the final ‘packet’ to 
Denikin is purely a British affair. 

M. Glemengeau: Our immediate question is whether arms should now 
be sent or whether further enquiries on the spot should be made first of all. 
I myself agree with Mr. Lloyd George, and I think that the council has 
already sufficient information on the subject. Under these circumstances, 
I agree with Mr. Lloyd George’s proposal. That, I think, is the decision that 
ought to be communicated to the military experts, telling them we have 
decided to send war materiel to the Caucasus as quickly as possible; and they 
should be asked to deal with the question of quantity and the means of 
despatch. 

Mr. Lloyd George : I am in entire agreement. 

Signor Nitti; The Italian Government cannot undertake in this matter 
any engagement at all, either in men or arms, since to do so would be con- 
trary to a law which has been passed in the Italian Parliament by all parties, 
including the Conservatives, almost unanimously. The gist of that law is that 
Italy can take no part in any intervention against de facto Governments, such 
as that of Russia. The object of the Italian Chamber is to prevent the Bol- 
shevik Government from increasing its strength as a Nationalist Government. 
Unfortunately, the Bolshevik Government has already assumed a sort of 
Nationalist character. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We are going to send that materiel to de facto Govern- 
ments; that cannot be regarded as intervention in Russian affairs, as 
assistance to Kolchak or Denikin might be. 

Signor Nitti: Intervention in favour of the one or the other is for us 
impossible. I must conform to the vote of the Italian Chamber. 

Lord Curzon: If my information is correct, there is, nevertheless, a 
precedent for Italian intervention. Some time ago Italy sent arms to the 
Daghestan, whose cause found warm support in the Italian mission; on the 
other hand, my information is that much is hoped from the Italian aid at 
Baku and in the»Daghestan. 

Signor Nitti : I cannot do anything officially. There are some Italian 
interests in Georgia, and I believe that Italian volunteers have gone there. 
Probably I will be able to help this move;, it will be impossible, however, to 
send regular troops, or even to send any materiel officially; if I did, I would 
have the Italian Government against me, even the Conservatives. 



Mr. Lloyd George : It does not matter very much whether the arms are 
sent officially or unofficially, so long as they reach the Caucasian States. 

SidNOR Nitti: I may say very confidentially that I could supply arms and 
war materiel if Great Britain or France will take the responsibility of sending 
them. 

Mr. Lloyd George; We agree. 

M. Glemenceau: We decide then to accept, in principle, the supply of war 
jiiateriel and food to the republics of the Caucasus, and to refer to the military 
experts for their solution of the problem just put. 

Lord Gurzon: Whom do you mean by ‘military experts’? 

M. Glemenceau: In practice that would be Marshal Foch and Field- 
Marshal Wilson, since officially we cannot include an Italian representative. 
If that is done, it ought to be possible to reach a conclusion within forty-eight 
hours. 

It was decided : 

1. That the Government of the Armenian State should be recognised as a 

de facto Government on condition that this recognition in no way 
prejudiced the question of the eventual frontiers of that State. 

2. That the Allied Governments are not prepared to send to the Trans- 

caucasian States the three divisions contemplated by the Inter- Allied 
Military Council. 

3. To accept the principle of sending to the Transcaucasian States arms, 

munitions, and, if possible, food. 

4. That Marshal Foch and Field-Marshal Wilson are requested to consider 

of what these supplies should consist, and the means for their 
despatch. 

Mr. Wallace will refer the present resolution to Washington for instruc- 
tions. 

M. Matsui also reserves the acceptance of his Government with regard to 
paragraph i. 


Appendix to No. 77 
Document i 

Allied Military Committee, British Section, Paris, January 12^, ig20. 

The British delegation has prepared a memorandum on the situation created in 
the Caucasus by the defeat of General Denikin’s armies, and of the measures to be 
taken to enable the Caucasian republics to offer a resistance to tlie junction of the 
Bolshevik and Mussulman forces across their territories. ^ 

After a preliminary examination of the question the Allied Military Committee 
is of the following opinion 

If it has not been possible to overcome Bolshevism on its own soil, it should be 
possible to arrest it on certain dangerous routes, such as that of the Caucasus. 

5 See No. 54, minute 3, and document 2 below. 



With this end, the organisation of a military barrier on the line of the Caucasus 
could well be considered. 

In view of the unstable condition of the local Governments and of the immature 
condition of their military forces, this barrier should first of all be organised by 
European troops, whose strength might be fixed at two divisions. 

Eventually these European troops could be relieved by local forces, as soon as 
the latter shall have been reconstituted, organised and provided with the necessary 
armament. 

Beyond financial and material provision, this organisation of the defensive 
barrier of the Caucasus would require time (a minimum of three months should be 
allowed) . 

It would be advisable, therefore, to undertake it without delay. 

In the meantime the elements of General Denikin’s armies of the East, which, in 
spite of their reverses, constitute the only force in these regions which has any 
military value, might advantageously continue the struggle with a view to denying 
to the Bolsheviks the approaches to the Caucasus and of allowing the necessary 
time for organising the defensive barrier. 

Consequently, without being able to foresee the period during which their 
resistance would be effective — probably not a long one — it would certainly be 
advisable to continue to give them material assistance within the scope of possible 
action by them. 

The military barrier of the Caucasus should be strengthened and completed by 
the grouping under Allied command of as large a number of ships in the Caspian 
Sea as possible; thus ensuring the command of this sea. 

It is on these lines — according to the available information on the present 
situation — that the general conditions of defensive military action in the Caucasus 
should be di'awn up. 

If the Allied Governments consider it advisable to undertake such action, the 
question would remain of considering the possibilities of carrying it out and of 
examining the best means to that end. 

F. Fogh. G. Sackville-West. Ugo Cavallero. 


Document 2 

JVote prepared by British Delegation 

Present situation caused by defeat of both Kolchak and Denikin. 

Bolsheviks, having failed to upset Europe, have made agreement with Mu.ssul- 
mans to attack the East. 

Owing to collapse of Denikin, Transcaucasus becomes bridge which must be 
defended by Allies to prevent union of these two hordes. 

It, including the Caspian and especially Georgia, is the natural barrier 
separating these fevo forces. 

At present, in consequence of impending advance of Red army towards the 
Caucasus, the situation in Georgia becomes complicated. Without effective aid 
Georgia, which is passing through painful economic crisis, will be unable to resist 
attack from both north and south, and crushing of Georgia will have serious conse- 
quences for Allies. If Allies will help, Georgia will have sufficient courage and 
strength to defend her frontiers. 


926 



As a preliminary measure and before considering the larger aspect of preventing 
Bolshevik invasion of the East, certain steps can and should be taken:-— 

1 . ■Recognition by Allies of Georgia and Azerbaijan (this has now been done) 

2. Diversion of ail stores, &c., now en route to Denikin, to these republics and 

to Armenia. 

3. Additional help by Allies to Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia — 

(1) Financial. 

(2) Military stores, especially cartridges and boots. 

(3) Provisions, especially bread. 

4. Sufficient military assistance to secure Batoum and Baku. 

5. Denying of the Caspian and the fleet to the Bolsheviks. Denikin’s fleet must 

either be voluntarily sunk or secured for our own use. 

PARIS, January 12, ig 2 o. 


No. 78 

i.G.p. 22.] Motes of a Meeting held in M. Pichon's Room^ Quai d'Orsay, 
Paris^ Tuesday^ January 20^ 1920^ at 10.90 a.m.^ 

Present: U.S.A.1 The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Flarrison, Captain 
Winthrop. 

Great Britain'. The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Curzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs; secretaries. Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Deeper, Captain 
Small. 

France'. M. Clemenceau, M. Millerand; secretaries, M. Dutasta, 
M. Berthelot, M. Massigli. 

Italy'. Signor Nitti; secretary. Signor Trombetti. 

Japan'. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

The following were also present for items in which they were concerned 

France: M. Gambon, M. Ygnace, Marshal Foch, General Weygand. 

Italy: Marquis della Torretta, Colonel Castoldi. 

Japan: M. Sawada, 

Interpreter: Professor Mantoux. 

I. M. Clemenceau: The agenda comprises the drawing up of the list of 
guilty persons to be demanded from Germany. 

Persons Ygnage: You have given us a double mission: firstly, to 

draw up the list of guilty persons which the Entente is to demand 
from Germany under the Treaty of Versailles; secondly, to -arrive at a settle- 
ment concerning the mixed tribunals which are to judge persons who have 
been guilty of crimes against nationals of various States. 

Each Power prepared a list, which, at the outset, was fairly long. We then 

I This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the 
Paris Peace Conference, igig,vo\. 
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proceeded to revise the lists, and arrived at the following result, which we 
submit for your consideration : — 


The Bri tish Empire . 


. claims 95 guilty persons'! 

France . 


» 334 ,, 

Italy 


» 29 „ 

Belgium 


,, 334 » 

Poland . 


» 5 ^ » 

Roumania 


» 41 » 

The Serb-Groat-Slovene State . 

4 » 


amounting to a toal of 888 accused persons to be demanded from Germany. 

I will point out immediately that from this figure of 888 it will be necessary 
to deduct certain individual entries which have been made more than once 
and which amount to thirty-four. The number of accused persons whom we 
are demanding from Germany under the Treaty of Peace is therefore 854. 

Complete agreement has been reached between the Lord Chancellor and 
myself concerning this figure. 

It was decided: 

To sanction the list revised by the Lord Chancellor and M. Ygnace of 
guilty persons, the surrender of whom will be demanded from Germany 
in accordance with article 228 of the Treaty of Versailles. 


2. The council had before it a draft telegram addressed to the French 
Ambassador at Washington, for transmission to the 
Telegram to American Government (Appendix A). 

Rmsian Berthelot; Mr. Lloyd George asked that the text 

of this telegram should be submitted to the council, in 
order that it might receive Signor Nitti’s approval. 

Signor Nitti : I approve of this draft. 

M. Matsui : Concerning the recognition of Georgia, . Azerbaijan and 
Armenia, as de facto Governments, I must make certain reservations. I have 
referred the matter to my Government, and am awaiting its instructions. 

It was decided : 


That M. Clemenceau, as president of the Peace Conference, should 
address the telegram which figures in Appendix A to the French Ambassa- 
dor at Washington, in the name of the Supreme Council, to he transmitted 
to the American Government. 


M. Matsui made reservations with regard to the last paragraph of the 
said telegram, concerning the recognition of Georgia, Azerbaijan and 
Armenia as de facto Governments. 


3. [Not printed]^ 

Judicial Admmistra- 
tion of Thrace 

2 The meeting approved a note and ‘plan of statutes’, submitted by the Central Com- 
mittee on Territorial Questions, relative to the administration of justice in the occupied 
territoiy of Western Thrace after the entry into force of the Treaty of Neuilly (appendix B 
in original). 
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4.. IVI . Glemenceau : I had a visit from M. Ador,^ who expressed his desire to 
^ . be heard by the council. He attaches much importance 

in^d^Ahe^eZuTlf explanations which he intends to submit; I therefore 

jsfations receive him. Because of the effect it must have 

upon national amour-propre^ I think that hearing him can 
only have good results. 

As far as I could understand, he would like us to settle questions which only 
the League of Nations can decide. He would like to know, in particular, how 
the neutrality of Switzerland can be reconciled with its membership in the 
League of Nations. It is in the interests of his country. Gentlemen, that I ask 
you kindly to hear him. If he asks us definite questions, we will give him 
equally definite replies; otherwise we will refer him to the League of Nations. 

M. Berthelot : The question has already been examined by the council. 
Switzerland had sent a memorandum concerning the manner in which her 
neutrality was. to be interpreted. The Supreme Council then decided to refer 
the question to the League of Nations.'^ M. Ador asks to be heard in order 
to explain the difficulties which may result for the neutrality of Switzerland 
through her entry into the League of Nations under the conditions now con- 
templated. 

(M. Ador and Professor Max Hubert were admitted.) 

M. Ador : I thank the Supreme Council for giving me the opportunity of 
being heard. I apologise for troubling it with a question which it may con- 
sider secondary, i.e., that of the neutrality of Switzerland. 

For us it is of very great importance. The Federal Council, the Chambers 
and the Swiss nation desire most ardently to be able to join the League, pro- 
vided, however, that Switzerland still preserves the character which she has 
possessed from all time, i.e., that of perpetual neutrality granted her in the 
interests of Europe. 

In the Treaty of Peace you have inserted an article 435, according to which 
the Powers which are signatories to the said treaty recognise afresh, as being 
in the interests of Europe, the obligations established by the Congress of 
Vienna in 1815, in favour of the recognition of perpetual neutrality for 
Switzerland. Also, in the Covenant of the League of Nations an article ai 
has been inserted stating that international agreements for the maintenance 
of peace are by no means incompatible with the aim of the League of Nations. 

We are therefore confronted with two texts; article 435 of the Treaty of 
Peace, drafted and inserted by you, and article 21 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, also inserted in the Treaty of Peace. 

These two texts seemed to us to possess unquestionable clearness. No 
doubt existed in our minds as to the significance and interpretation of this 
article. However, the French Government, or, rather, ''the secretariat 
general of the conference, transmitted to us on the 2nd January, in reply to 
questions by the Swiss Government concerning the time limit for joining the 

3 President of the Swiss Confederation for 1919. 

See No. 46, minute 5 and appendices D and E, and No. 49, minute 5 and appendix D. 

s Legal Adviser to the Swiss Department of State. 
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League of Nations, a note, which in its second part, after observing thac a 
connection between article 435 of the Treaty of Peace and article 21 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations was being established by a decision pf the 
Federal Chambers, declared that the examination of this question would have 
to be reserved.-^- 

This note was the cause of much misgiving in Switzerland ; people won- 
dered whether the question of the perpetual neutrality had really been 
brought once more under discussion, and whether this question, which we 
had always considered to be finally settled, was not really settled after all. 
While desiring to join the League of Nations as a perpetually neutral State, 
you may be sure that Switzerland intends to assume all the duties and re- 
sponsibilities incumbent on members of the League of Nations. It will be 
said against us that we are demanding a privileged position. 

We are asking to remain what we have been for many centuries, a country 
which has always pursued a peaceful policy. Situated in the centre of Europe 
and particularly exposed, our country, by reason both of its position and of 
its constitution, ought to be and to remain a neutral country; we intend to 
undertake, at our own risk and peril, to defend and maintain the inviolability 
of our soil; we will not permit anyone to penetrate into Swiss territory. This 
is a responsibility which we accept, and which we will fulfil with all the 
loyalty of which, in this matter, Switzerland has always given proof. 

We are prepared to accept all the economic consequences of our entry into 
the League of Nations, and consequently to submit to all collective measures 
which the League of Nations may impose on its members; but we ask that 
it may be recognised that the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland excludes 
the right of passage of troops across her territory. 

This is perhaps a somewhat delicate point which it will be necessary to 
examine, but it is a fundamental article of our Swiss constitutional law, and 
I am expressing on this point the sentiments of my nation. We could not 
permit ourselves to be placed once more in the conditions we suffered in 
1815, when we were obliged to abandon our neutrality to permit the hostile 
armies who were pursuing Napoleon to cross a portion of our territory. 

I understand that the conference cannot give me a reply in this matter 
to-day. I did not come here as a petitioner. The question deserves serious 
consideration. We are being given an extremely short time in which, as an 
original member, to join the League of Nations. Moreover, we feel that it is 
entirely to your interest that Switzerland should not remain outside the 
League, just as we ourselves have a very real interest in joining the League, in 
order to continue to fulfil the humanitarian and philanthropic duties which, 
thanks to our geographical position, we have been able to carry on during 
this war, and which have been of some service to the various countries. 

We are of opinion that Switzerland, if neutral, might be admitted into the 
League of Nations in the peculiar position of a country that has always been 
neutral, placed as it is in the centre of Europe and made up of races speaking- 
different languages-— a country which, consequently, can exist owing to its 
neutrality alone. 
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We earnestly beg the representatives of the Governments forming the 
Supreme Council to be good enough to tell us that such was their intention 
wheiinliey recognised the neutrality of Switzerland; and, further, if any 
special conditions are to be introduced, whether these may be discussed with 
the Council of the League of Nations. It seems to me, however, that the 
Council of the League of Nations ought at least to know the intentions of 
those who signed the Treaty of Peace, for that council might confront us with 
the objection that it had not signed the treaty, and that, consequently, it does 
not know how the latter should be interpreted on the matter of the neutrality 
of Switzerland. That is the delicate point to which I venture to draw your 
attention. 

In a memorandum which I have had the honour, together with my 
colleague, Professor Max Huber, to address to all the representatives of the 
Powers at the conference, I developed and set forth with the greatest clearness 
and extreme frankness the point of view of the Federal Council. We are 
entirely at the disposal of the Governments represented here to confer with 
them amicably and openly on this question. We shall tell them frankly our 
point of view. We quite understand that you are unable to give us a final 
reply to this question to-day, but we wish to draw your attention to the 
necessity of giving it a speedy settlement, in order that the matter may not 
arise three weeks or a month hence, after the prescribed time limit for joining 
the League of Nations has expired. 

These, Gentlemen, are the observations which I desired to submit. 

M. Glemenceau: I have now only to thank M. Ador for the statement 
which he has kindly submitted to us. 

(M. Ador and Professor Max Huber left the room.) 

Signor Nitti: I agree entirely with the considerations which have just 
been urged. 

It seems to me that the neutrality of Switzerland ought to be maintained; 
from the military and political point of view it is of the greatest interest that 
this neutrality should be as complete as possible. But the question is a com- 
plex one ; it does not arise merely from a military point of view, it has also to 
be considered from an economic point of view. Is it to be admitted that 
Switzerland, in joining the League of Nations, would be able to take part in 
an economic blockade? That might determine a limit to punitive measures. 
What we desire is that Swiss neutrality should remain intact. We have every 
interest in maintaining it as complete as possible. 

M. Glemenceau: It is a question which must, of necessity, be examined 
by the Council of the League of Nations. 

M. Laroche : As regards the time limit prescribed for entry into the League 
of Nations, the opinion of the legal experts may be adopted : according to that, 
the time limit dates from the coming into force of the last Treaty of Peace. 
In these conditions Switzerland would not have two months in which to join 
the League of Nations, dating from the coming into force of the Treaty of 
Versailles, she would have two months dating from the coming into force of 
the last Treaty of Peace. 
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It was decided: 

(1) Questions concerning the entry of Switzerland into the League of 

Nations, which were stated to the Supreme Council hy M. Adbr, on 
behalf of the Federal Council, should be referred to the Council of the 
League of Nations for examination and report. 

(2) In notifying M. Ador of this decision, the president of the conference 

shall inform him that, in view of the attitude of the Federal Consti- 
tution, and in order to facilitate Switzerland’s entry into the League 
of Nations, the Supreme Council admits that for Switzerland only 
the period of two months dating from the coming into force of the 
covenant, as provided in the covenant, for entry into the Ledgue, 
shall date, not from the coming into force of the Treaty of Versailles, 
but from the coming into force of the last Treaty of Peace containing 
the covenant to be signed hy the Allied and Associated Powers. 

5. Mr. Wallace: The American Embassy in Paris has received a telegram 
according to which the general commanding the Rou- 

of Roumania army of occupation in Hungary, has just notified 

the Inter-Allied Military Mission in Budapest, where there 
still are a British, a French and an Italian representative, that, since the 
Roumanian troops are now east of the Theiss, he desires that the mission will 
no longer send him direct communications, but that it will address them 
to Bucharest. This is in contradiction with the orders of the Supreme 
Council. 

The Government of the United States desires, on the other hand, to know 
what measures were taken by the Supreme Council obliging the Roumanians 
to effect the evacuation of Hungarian territory according to its orders. 

M. Clemengeau: Since we are going to hear the Roumanian President 
of the Council, the simplest method, in order to be certain, would be to ask 
him the question. 

(M. Vaida-Voevod, Roumanian President of the Council, and M. 

Gantacuzens^ were admitted.) 

M. Clemengeau: Before asking you to speak, I have a question to put. 
We have just received from President Wilson a telegram in which he asks 
what measures we have taken in order to compel the Roumanians to evacuate 
Hungarian territory. 

May I ask you if you are in a position to-day to tell us by what date this 
evacuation will be completed? 

M. Vaida-Voevod: It is to our interest that these territories be evacuated 
as soon as possible. In accordance with the obligations which we have under- 
taken towards the Supreme Council, this evacuation has already been begun. 
If it is not completed, it is because we have had to cope with difficulties of a 
technical nature; we have no locomotives to effect the transport of troops; 
and we have, further, had great difficulty, at this particular time of the year, 
in finding shelter for our soldiers. 

It is my opinion that the evacuation will still take several weeks. 

® Roumanian Minister without Portfolio and Delegate to the Peace Conference. 
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M. Glemenceau: Gan you fix a date for us by which you undertake that 
the evacuation of Hungarian territories shall be completed ? 

M..,VaidA“Voevod : In order to fix a date, I should be obliged to consult 
our military experts. I think I can say that the evacuation will be completed 
within a few weeks. 

M. Glemenceau: What do you mean by ‘a few weeks’? 

M. Vaida-Voevod: I hope that the evacuation will be completed by the 
I St March. But we will make every effort to hasten it as much as possible. 

M. Glemenceau: There is another point to which I wish to call your 
attention. 

The general commanding the Roumanian army in Hungary has notified 
the Inter-Allied Military Mission in Budapest, which still includes a British, 
a French and an Italian representative, that, as he is now east of the Theiss, 
he desires that the mission should no longer send communications to him 
direct, but should address them to Bucharest, a request which is in contra- 
diction of the orders given to the mission by the Supreme Gouncil. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: I will give proper orders on this matter. 

Mr. Lloyd George: I wish to say a word on this question. Ever since 
July we have urgently insisted that the evacuation of Hungary by Roumanian 
troops must be carried out. This evacuation has always been retarded on 
account of various difficulties. We are told to-day that if it cannot be carried 
out more quickly it is for want of means of transport. The Roumanian army 
of occupation has, however, been able to find the means of transport to transfer 
to Roumania the cattle and agricultural implements requisitioned by her. 
These facts may very well give rise to fresh difficulties between the Rou- 
manians and Hungarians, and cause Roumania to forfeit the sympathies of 
those who are her best friends, simply on account of the resistance she has so 
long shown to the desire expressed by the Supreme Council that this evacua- 
tion be effected without delay. At present, since the agricultural implements 
have been taken away, Hungarian peasants are deprived of the means of 
working, it is to be feared that they may lose patience and that bloodshed 
may ensue. If war again broke out, it would be regrettable, under these 
conditions, to think that the responsibility would rest with Roumania, and 
that, consequently, she would not have the sympathy of the Western Powers. 

M. Vaida-Voevod : I do not wish to recall the past. My role is to busy 
myself with the present and to face the future. 

I am obliged to state that Roumania was devastated by German and 
Austro-Hungarian troops, who took away her agricultural implements, and, 
above all, her cattle. The trains were not able to take to Germany all the 
cattle that was stolen. On account of the slowness of means of communica- 
tion, these probably died on the way. Cattle worth fortunes %-ere thus wasted 
between the Theiss and the Danube. Transylvania, in particular, was the 
object of systematic requisitioning. All the cattle in that region were taken, 
on the grounds that such provisions were indispensable for the army. 

Roumania possessed locomotives of the latest model: Marshal von 
Mackensen took possession of these. In these distressing conditions, we had 
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to endure the Bolshevik attacks of Bela Kun, at the time when the Supreliie 
Council was preparing a plan to deal a mortal blow to Bolshevism. The 
attack which surprised us was extremely violent. In order to resist it, the 
Roumanian army had to fight hard battles. We have to deplore, in conse- 
quence, the loss of several thousands of men and officers of high rank.'^ 

We had to take preventative measures for the future. Unfortunately, a 
misunderstanding between the Supreme Council and Roumania occurred, 
and it is to avoid enduring in the future the evils which have overwhelmed us 
in the past, that I ask permission to draw the attention of the Supreme 
Council to certain definite facts. Admiral Horthy is at present organising 
conspiracies, not only at Budapest, but on our own territory. He is forming 
White Guards, at the head of which he is placing officers of the former 
Magyar and Austro-Hungarian army. These officers have under them 
officers of lower ranks, scattered throughout the villages, A veritable net- 
work of conspiracies has thus been established. At present they are merely 
at the organising state, but no secret is made of the fact that next spring they 
will pass on to action. A plan has already been prepared: it consists of 
seizing the municipal buildings, stations, and post and telegraph offices. 

A fortnight ago we arrested some of the conspirators ; officers who served 
in Karolyi’s army. The Allied representatives at Bucharest requested us to 
set them at liberty. We made no difficulty about that. We thought that they 
would cease planning conspiracies, but scarcely were they released when they 
returned to their former activities. The High Command of the Roumanian 
army is taking measures to guard against all eventualities in this matter, but 
an attack will most certainly be directed against the Czechoslovaks, the 
Jugoslavs, and the Roumanians in the spring. I consider it a moral duty for 
the Supreme Council, in the interest of the Great Powers themselves, to take 
the necessary measures in order that the Magyars shall not attack us after 
the signature of the Treaty of Peace. 

I desire especially to appeal to Mr. Lloyd George and to ask him to show 
some pity towards the Roumanian peasants. Whilst the Magyar peasant is 
still fairly well clothed, the Roumanian peasant is deprived of everything. 
He is overwhelmed with poverty. The German troops took everything from 
him. They left only one shirt to each peasant, and took away even the 
children’s cradles. The country was literally sacked. No population has 
suffered so much as the Roumanian population. 

If the Magyar peasants rise up, their insurrection will not be due to exorbi- 
tant requisitioning inflicted by the German troops, it will be due to the Bela 
Kmi and the Christian Socialist movements. The Jews are now the victims 
of the murders and insurrections which take place, but, to-morrow, the 
peasants will rises against the landed proprietors, and, if any attempt is made 
to avoid tlie application of agrarian reform, they will turn against the Govern- 
ment which refuses them the land. Gentlemen, I do not wish to promise 
anything which I cannot fulfil. I will give orders for the evacuation of 

’ For the earlier sequence of events in connexion with the Roumanian occupation of 
Hungary, see Vol. I passim. 
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Hungarian territory, and I hope they will be carried out. In conclusion, 
I will repeat once more the urgent request which, at the beginning of these 
obseiVations, I addressed to the Supreme Council, to take all necessary 
measures in order that the Czechoslovak[s], Jugoslavs, and we ourselves may 
not become the object of an attack on the part of the Magyars, and in order 
that our safety may be assured in future. 

Mr. Lloyd George: You say that you are afraid of being attacked in 
March; your troops are, however, still in Hungarian territory, which Rou- 
mania promised to evacuate. If you were attacked while Roumania was still 
occupying territory which ought to remain Hungarian, what would you have 
to complain of? The Hungarians will employ all imaginable means in their 
attempts to drive you from it, and they will be entirely within their rights in 
so doing. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: Perhaps the Hungarian offensive will begin in this 
manner, but there is no doubt that the Hungarians will subsequently try to 
invade territories which have been assigned by the Treaty of Peace either to 
the Czechoslovaks, the Roumanians, or the Jugoslavs. Besides, the Rou- 
manian troops were received with much enthusiasm when they entered 
Hungary, for the people considered that we had delivered them from the 
Bolsheviks. 

M. Clemenceau: You are not entirely answering Mr. Lloyd George’s 
remark, who states that you are occupying these territories in spite of the 
conference. For many months past you have promised to evacuate; in not 
keeping your promise, you are affording your enemies a pretext for aggres- 
sion. That is the opinion of the conference, and I can do nothing in the 
matter. You say Tt will be understood,’ &c. It is not a question of under- 
standing, it is a question of preventing the aggression of which you may be 
the victim. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: We shall withdraw our troops. 

M. Clemenceau: Let it be as soon as possible. If you desire the support 
of the conference, your troops must be withdrawn without delay from Hun- 
garian territory. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: We shall do so as soon as possible; and then it will be 
necessary for you to help us. 

Mr. Lloyd George : The danger will be far less than if war were to ensue, 
because the Roumanian troops remained in Hungary, and the Allies were 
therefore unable to show for Roumania the sympathy which, in other cir- 
cumstances, they would have shown. 

M. Clemenceau: We are well aware that you, Gentlemen, are not 
responsible for this state of affairs, but your attitude is of the greatest im- 
portance as regards Roumania; by your actions you will either keep or 
forfeit the sympathy of the conference. 

If it is the desire of the council, the incident shall be considered closed, and 
the Roumanian President of the Council shall speak to us on the subject of 
Bessarabia. I will now ask him to speak, but he must not forget that the 
conference has already come to a decision on that subject. 
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6. M. Vaida-Voevod: The conference has in theory come to a decision on 
this subject, which I have not forgotten; it has recognised Rou- 
^marabia annex Bessarabia, but, without desiring to weary 

you with a long statement, I should like to ask the conference to 
ensure the realisation of that decision. 

M. Clemenceau: Yes, but you must understand that your position is a 
false one; you do not carry out certain decisions of the conference, while you 
ask it to carry out others. I know you are not personally responsible for this. 
I have explained to you the state of mind of the conference. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: After the ratification of the Treaty of Peace,, the 
frontiers of Roumania on the Bessarabian side will be finally determined. 
The population of Bessarabia has decided to join Roumania, a decision which 
was proclaimed for the third time by the Deputies appointed at the last 
elections, without distinction of speech, race or nationality; on the 29th 
December, 1919, they all voted for union with the mother country. The 
conference has virtually recognised this state of affairs, but it has not actually 
proclaimed it, and our position is difficult in consequence, since we are neigh- 
bours of the Bolsheviks and have to live, not to philosophise. Bolshevik ideas 
were spread among us, especially recently, by Russians who fled from Odessa 
when the Bolsheviks again approached that town. We offered them generous 
hospitality, but we could not distinguish among the refugees those who were 
Bolsheviks and those who were not. The conference has not yet fully granted 
us Bessarabia, and, if the Russians advance still more, the population will be 
in a state of great uncertainty. Some people among them are in favour of the 
Bolsheviks because they hope to render impossible the execution of the 
agrarian reform begun by us. Moreover, there are Roumanian priests who 
were brought up at Kiev and who long for the old regime, which gave them 
a position privileged in comparison with that which they now have; they are 
pro-Russian agents. Such a state of affairs cannot come to an end until you 
recognise that Bessarabia must be joined to Roumania; until then it will be 
impossible to restore order in that part of our territory. 

M. Clemenceau: Will you kindly summarise what you ask of us? 

M. Vaida-Voevod: We have summarised our requests in a note which I 
have ventured to transmit to the conference. We want the conference to 
recognise the union of Bessarabia with Roumania de jure. 

M. Clemenceau: Have we not already done so? 

M. Vaida-Voevod: Yes, but that was at the time when it was still hoped 
that Koltchak would defeat the Bolsheviks. That was some time ago, but if now 
the conference would proclaim the union of Bessarabia with Roumania, the 
result would be a legal position on which we could base the restoration of order. 

M. Clemenceau: It is not the defeat of Koltchak which prevents us from 
giving you satisfaction, but it is your disobedience of the unanimous wishes 
of the conference. First of all we want the evacuation of those territories 
which are not given to you by the Treaty of Peace, and you talk of postponing 
the evacuation of Hungary once more for a month or six weeks. That is what 
troubles us, although we are in agreement in principle. 
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M. Vaida-Voevod: We will carry out that evacuation in the shortest 
possible time. 

Ml Clemengeau: You say so, but we have been awaiting your evacuation 
for months: I am explaining to you the difficulty by which we are con- 
fronted. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: The two questions should not be connected, since the 
Magyars attacked us. 

M. Clemengeau : But you disobeyed the conference from the very begin- 
ning. I know that it is not in the least your fault, and I should like to satisfy 
yoq. Only a short time ago we were agreed not to give you Bessarabia because 
you constantly disobeyed the conference. Now our opinions are different, 
but we cannot reply unconditionally to your request; we are obliged to defer 
our reply because you yourselves deferred evacuation. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: Sir, I undertake to wire this very day ordering 
evacuation as soon as possible. 

M. Clemengeau: Please believe that I am not hostile to you — quite the 
contrary. 

Mr. Lloyd George : We cannot grant you what you ask if, when we take 
a decision in your favour, you accept it, but when we take a decision which is 
not beneficial to Roumania, Roumania resists. 

M. Vaida-Voevod : The engagement which we have taken to carry out the 
decision of the conference shall, I assure you, be fulfilled. 

The present Roumanian Government cannot be punished for the faults of 
the former regimes. 

M. Clemengeau: We want to help, not to punish you. 

M. Vaida-Voevod; I will give the order for evacuation in conditions 
which are considered practicable by the conference, but I cannot give a 
promise which I might be unable to keep. 

M. Clemengeau: The conference is in sympathy with your cause, but it 
has been hindered by your predecessor for two years. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We are convinced of your intention to evacuate 
Hungary, but we think you may be faced by certain difficulties from the 
military party, and we think the military party would be more willing to obey 
the order of the conference to evacuate Hungary immediately if you said to 
them: ‘The conference is waiting our evacuation of Hungary before deciding 
that Bessarabia shall be definitely Roumanian.’ 

M. Vaida-Voevod : I thank you with all my heart. From that I conclude 
that the conference will acknowledge our claim to Bessarabia from the day 
evacuation is effected. I may say that? 

M. Clemengeau: Yes. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We cannot now say that we undertake to recognise 
your right; we can only say that we are going to discuss it as soon as you have 
evacuated Flungary. 

M. Vaid.a-Voevod: That does not give me the moral support which I 
require. 

M. Clemengeau: I would willingly go further than Mr. Lloyd George: 
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In my name, and I think I can say in the name of France, I can state that we 
are prepared to recognise Roumania’s right to Bessarabia. 

(M. Millerand^ made a sign of assent.) ^ 

Mr. Lloyd George: As M. Berthelot pointed out, the Commission on 
Roumanian Affairs, on which all the Powers are represented, has unani- 
mously decided to attribute Bessarabia to Roumania. That is the actual 
position. 

M, Clemenceau : We are all sincere in this matter. 

M. Vaida-Voevod: Gentlemen, I thank you for the great concession you 
have granted me ; I will do my best to ensure the evacuation of Hungarian 
territories as soon as possible, and also the settlement of the question of 
Bessarabia. 

(M. Vaida-Voevod and M. Cantacuzens withdrew.) 

The council took note of the statements of M. Vaida-Voevod ; it acknow- 
ledged that, although it had as yet come to no decision as to the attribu- 
tion of Bessarabia and could not do so until Roumania had carried out the 
orders of the conference in Himgary,the Commission on Roumanian Aiffairs 
was unanimously of opinion that this territory should be attributed to 
Roumania. 

(Marshal Foch and General Weygand were introduced.) 

7. M. Clemenceau: I have before me a proposal from M. Patek, Polish 

■ Minister for Foreign Affairs, which raises the question of 

the defence of Poland against the Bolsheviks. M. Patek 
proposes to reier this question to the Military Committee 
at Versailles, of which Marshal Foch is chairman. I suppose nobody has any 
objections to make? 

Mr. Lloyd George: This letter was not communicated to me. 

M. Clemenceau : M. Berthelot will have it circulated. 

8. Marshal Foch: Our plans are upset by the absence of nine English 

^ . battalions destined for the plebiscite territories.^ We will 

PkbiscitTzones ^ find a means of remedying the situation. The first 

question I will ask is the following: Gan Italy undertake to 
supply some troops in place of the English battalions? 

Signor Nitti: For the time being I can give no undertaking. 

M. Clemenceau: Mr. Lloyd George, you and I discussed this matter 
yesterday. As England cannot supply the number of men we counted upon, 
we discussed the question as to whether Italy and France could make up the 
deficit. Marshal Foch was not there. It was a matter of no less than five 
battalions for us^^ which is a great deal. There are eleven battalions short; 

® After the recent elections in France M. Clemenceau had resigned office on January 18, 
igao. M. Millerand became French Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs; cf. 
minute 8 below. 

® It was considered necessary to withhold these battalions in view of the unrest then 
prevailing in the United Kingdom. (Cf. extracts from the diary of Field-Marshal Sir li. 
Wilson printed by Major-General Sir C. Gallwell: Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson. London, 
1927, vol. II, pp. 223-5.) 
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England was to have supplied one, Italy five, and France five. I am afraid 
that this is more than we can give. 

Mr^RSHAL Fogh: In view of the absence often English battalions, there are 
questions of principle which I ask leave to submit to the assembled Govern- 
ments. 

The’ most serious question is that of Danzig. Danzig was to have received 
four battalions, including two English and one American. These are missing; 
only one French battalion remains. To occupy a large town with only one 
French battalion is very dangerous. 

M. Glemengeau : Gould we not send one or two supplementary battalions? 

Marshal Fogh; We have not got them. In these circumstances I ask the 
Governments whether they could not consider this solution ; send only one 
battalion to Danzig, but on condition that we keep Polish troops near at 
hand so as to appeal to them in case of need. Those Polish troops would not 
occupy Danzig, but they could enter it in case of necessity. 

M. Glemengeau: What do you mean by ‘near at hand’? 

Marshal Fogh: On the borders of Danzig territory. 

M. Glemengeau: While I am here, I should prefer that we make an effort, 
which, I think, [? should] be made, to send French troops instead of bringing 
Polish troops to some station near at hand ; that would create difficulties of 
which we cannot at present foresee the consequences. When must Danzig 
be occupied? 

Marshal Fogh; The first troops must leave on the 27th of this month. 
To send one single French battalion to Danzig is, I repeat, very unwise. 

M. Glemengeau ; I propose that two battalions are taken from the 40,000 
men guarding German prisoners. The Polish solution you suggested is 
dangerous, not from the military, but from other points of view. That is my 
opinion, but I believe that the President of the Gouncil, who is to succeed me 
to-morrow, shares it. 

M. Millerand: Certainly. 

Signor Nitti: For my part, I will do all I can. 

Marshal Fogh: Even if two battalions are taken from the prisoners’ 
guard, they will not be ready for some time yet. 

M. Glemengeau ; I do not ask you to perform a miracle, I ask you to do 
what you can. 

Marshal Fogh : If in a fortnight’s time there should be firing at Danzig, 
we shall run a great risk. 

The same question arises in the case of Silesia. We ought to have a total of 
eighteen battalions there. As the English and American battalions are lack- 
ing, six French battalions and three Italian remain, i.e., nine instead of 
eighteen. If absolutely necessary, that might be sufficient, bn condition that 
we renounce the occupation of Teschen, which is quite close. 

M. Glemengeau: That is impossible ; it would mean civil war at Teschen. 

Mr. Lloyd George : How many battalions were there to have been at 
Teschen? 

Marshal Fogh: Three; one French, one Italian and one American. 
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Mr. Lloyd George: Are three battalions required at Teschen? ^ 

M. Glemenceau : The Americans are lacking. 

General Weygand: If we had had eighteen battalions in Silesis?., we 
should have been able to do without the Americans at Teschen, keeping only 
two battalions there; if anything serious had happened at Teschen, we should 
have appealed to the troops in Silesia. But now that the troops in Silesia are 
practically reduced to nothing, we cannot count any more on those actually 
there. 

M. Glemenceau: I think if there is one French and one Italian battalion 
at Teschen, that is quite sufficient. ^ 

General Weygand: The position of Teschen has not changed, but we 
asked that the troops provided for Teschen might be sent to Silesia. The 
chairman of the Governing Commission of Silesia will be responsible for 
maintaining order in Silesia with a reduced number of nine battalions 
instead of eighteen. That is extremely difficult. The question is to know 
whether the chairman of the Silesian Commission will undertake the re- 
sponsibility. 

M. Glemenceau: You must confer on this subject with General Le Rond. 
It is not for us to take decisions of a purely military nature. If, after conferring 
with General Le Rond, Marshal Foch says it is impossible, we shall be obliged 
to find another solution. 

General Weygand: General Le Rond is chairman of the Governing 
Commission. In this capacity his mission is not military; he is undertaking 
the government of Silesia. It is by chance that this government has been 
entrusted to a soldier. 

M. Glemenceau: There is a governing Inter- Allied Commission which is 
going to administer Silesia. Its chairman is General Le Rond. It was 
arranged that he was to have eighteen battalions at his disposal. This number 
is reduced to nine. If the commission says: T undertake to administer Silesia 
with nine battalions,’ I will let them do it; but if it says that it cannot do so, 
I for my part cannot impose that responsibility on it. What is the opinion of 
the commission? 

Marshal Fogh: I have not consulted it. I therefore request that there 
may be a meeting this very evening between the chairmen of the commissions, 
the representatives of the Governments and the Allied military representa- 
tives to decide whether the commissions for plebiscite districts and Danzig 
can perform their duties with this reduced force. 

M. Glemenceau; I should like this question to be settled as soon as possible 
and the heads of Governments to be informed this very evening of the coji- 
cliisions of this meeting, so that Signor Nitti, Mr. Lloyd George and M. 
Millerand or myself may consider the matter. 

General Weygand: Each delegation should appoint a diplomatic or 
political representative, since political questions are concerned, and a military 
representative. They should also be able to consult the heads of the Govern- 
ing Commissions. 

M. Berthelot : All the troops provided for Upper Silesia are not required 
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immediately, for the difficulties of maintaining order will begin with the 
plebiscite operations themselves. That is not immediate. Now the two 
battalions at present at Teschen will be free within three months at the latest; 
they could then be sent to Upper Silesia. I think this consideration, which 
is one side of the question, should be taken into account. 

General Weygand: An officer who has returned from Silesia states that 
the Germans are still retaining their troops in all the territories which must 
be evacuated under the treaty. Difficulties may arise on that score. 

M. Berthelot: We can expect some violation of the treaty by the Ger- 
mans everywhere. We must not forget that, but, on the other hand, we need 
not think that they will inevitably take place everywhere. I know the docu- 
ments to which you have just referred. I do not think them convincing; the 
Germans have often made attempts of that kind which have come to nothing. 

General Weygand: According to the agreements signed with the Ger- 
mans, they must evacuate territories on the arrival of our troops. If we 
cannot send the troops on which we are counting, the Germans may consider 
those territories unoccupied. Will the chairmen of the Governing Com- 
missions accept this responsibility? We must know their opinions. 

M. Berthelot : They will give their opinion this evening. 

Marshal Foch: The meeting of the chairmen of the commissions and the 
delegates of each Government might take place at 4 o’clock. 

M. Glemengeau: Have you any other communications to make? 

Marshal Foch : At Memel there is only one battalion left. Is that enough 
in a port like Memel? Moreover, there is no governor at Memel. 

M. Berthelot: It was said that the governor would be the officer com- 
manding the troops. It may be the head of the French battalion as it was 
formerly the English officer. 

Marshal Foch: No, it was an English general. The head of an English 
battalion would not be enough there. 

M. Glemengeau : Send them an officer of high rank. 

M. Berthelot: There is no great danger of disturbances or violence at 
Memel. 

Marshal Foch: There are no troops left in Allenstein. Allenstein was 
to have been occupied by the English. Is it still to be occupied? 

M. Berthelot : The Germans have discussed the occupation of Allenstein, 
It was not in the treaty. The matter was entirely forgotten. 

Marshal Foch: There is only one Italian battalion at Marienwerder, 
but that is sufficient. 

M. Glemengeau: I do not know what conclusions will be reached at the 
meeting this evening. They should be communicated immediately to the 
heads of the Governments in order that a practical conclusion may be 
reached. The heads of Governments should also meet this evening or to- 
morrow morning at the latest to adopt resolutions. 

Signor Nitti: Unfortunately I have to leave for Italy this evening at 
8 o’clock, on account of urgent business, 

M. Glemengeau : We will meet at 6 o’clock. 
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It was decided. ; 

1. That in the afternoon Marshal Foch should preside over a committee 

composed of political and military representatives of the British, 
French and Italian Governments together with the chairmen of the 
Governing Commissions of Marienwerder, AUenstein, Upper Silesia 
and Teschen, and with the Allied representative at Danzig, in order 
to examine whether it would be possible to ensure the adnainistration 
of the said territories with reduced forces, in view of the temporary 
withdrawal of the British contingents. 

2. That the Supreme Council would meet at 6 p.m. to examine the report 

of that committee. 

g. Signor Nitti: Before the meeting rises, I must make a statement with 
regard to the Adriatic question. We hope, for the sake of the peace 
^eAddaic that this question will be settled as soon as possible. 
Unfortunately, a solution has not been reached up to the present. 
In those circumstances, I must make the following statement: — 

‘His Majesty’s Government, being desirous of reaching an equitable 
solution of the Adriatic question in the general interest, has made pro- 
posals and accepted counter-proposals extending to the uttermost limit 
the concessions compatible with the vital interests of Italy. 

‘During the course of negotiations, the Allies have had occasion to 
observe the extent of the spirit of conciliation and sacrifice shown by Italy. 

‘In spite of this, the ejEforts she has made to reach an agreement have 
constantly failed owing to the absolutely uncompromising spirit of the 
Jugoslav aspirations. 

‘Consequently, after noting with regret the impossibility of reaching a 
conclusion, the Italian delegation feels compelled to declare that it con- 
siders all concessions made during the long negotiations as of no effect and 
null and void. 

Tn these circumstances, the Treaty of London of 1915 must be carried 
into full effect.’ 

M. Glemenceau ; As President of the Conference, I am obliged to say that 
this seems to me quite impossible under present circumstances, inasmuch as 
it is at variance with procedure we have already adopted. 

In agreement with Signor Nitti, we have requested a reply from the Serbian 
Government this reply has not yet reached us, owing to the interruption of 
the telegraph wires; it does not, therefore, seem possible for the Italian 
Government to withdraw the concessions it has made without at the same 
time injuring most seriously both itself and the conference. The impossibility 
of an agreement cannot be stated until that becomes evident from the Serbian 
reply. To postulate one now would throw upon you a heavy responsibility 
ill the eyes of all Europe, owing to the consequences which might be entailed 
by a rupture of the conference on this point. I am certain to express the 
opinion of all the members of the council when I invite Signor Nitti to prolong 
his stay in Paris for a few hours, until the arrival of the Serbian reply. 

See No, 72, minute 2. 
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Mr. Lloyd George: I join in the appeal made by the President. Negotia- 
tions once before reached a point at which agreement seemed very probable. 
Tlien^an incident occurred which caused keen feeling on both sides. Signor 
Orlando decided to leave for Rome;” M. Glemenceau and I besought him 
not to go; we told him that, if he went to Rome, there would be popular 
manifestations which would render it impossible for him to accept concessions 
which might otherwise have been possible. I believe there were members of 
the Italian delegation who shared this opinion. Nevertheless, Signor Orlando 
left : if he had left forty-five hours later with the solution of the affair in his 
pocket, all would be finished to-day. 

No doubt it is presumptuous of me to discuss what should be done with 
regard to the opinion of a foreign nation, but I cannot do otherwise than 
support what M. Glemenceau has just said. I do not think it reasonable for 
Signor Nitti to leave before being certain that the Serbs will not accept the 
proposed solution; that would merely be fanning the flames; unless other 
urgent reasons compel Signor Nitti to leave Paris this very evening, we beg 
him to prolong his visit a little. 

M. Berthelot : On Saturday^^ we were given to hope that we should have 
the reply this afternoon. That assurance is rather doubtful, in view of the 
state of communications, but it is not the fault of the Serbs. 

Moreover, we have received a telegram of the 1 6 th January from our agent 
at Belgrade, according to which the President of the Serbian Council ac- 
cepted the proposed arrangement, save for two or thi'ee points; the opinion 
was conciliatory. 

Signor Nitti: I think, Sir, there is a misunderstanding. I did not say that 
I was leaving the conference because I was not in agreement with the Serbs ; 
I said quite clearly that I was returning to Italy for domestic reasons. Since 
6 o’clock this morning we have had a railway strike ; a reduced service will 
run, but I think that my presence is necessary. This movement is not only of 
interest to Italy; its bearing is more general, it is only beginning with Italy; 
it is therefore to the interest of all the Allied countries that a solution should 
be reached as soon as possible. I have no desire to break with the Jugoslavs; 
I have always considered the Jugoslav question with the utmost impartiality 
and in quite a friendly spirit, but we cannot exceed the limits of the conces- 
sions we have made. If I went beyond that, I should no longer be master of 
the situation. If the Serbs approve of the conditions which you yourselves 
approved, l am at the disposal of the conference, but the situation must not 
be prolonged, otherwise we shall fall back upon the provisions of the Treaty 
of London. 

M. Glemenceau: The result of what you have just said is that for the 
moment your note is null and void: they must accept or net accept, there is 
no middle course. 

” On April 23, 1919, President Wilson communicated to the press a statement upon the 
question of the Adriatic, in consequence of which Signor Orlando left Paris for Rome on the 
following day. 

January 17, 1920. 
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Signor Nitti : We have made the last concession we can ; if, while awaitihg 
a solution, the Serbs were to quibble — excuse this expression — and prolong 
the present state of things, the result would be general embarrassment fpr us, 
for themselves, and for the conference. 

M. Glemengeau: In short, the concessions made by Italy are still open? 

Signor Nitti: Yes. 

Mr. Lloyd George: We have already said that, if negotiations fail, we 
will carry out the Treaty of London, and we said it not only to the Italian 
Premier, but also to M. Trumbitch and M. Pasitch; consequently, the Serbs 
know perfectly well what are the intentions of France and Great Britain. 

M. Glemengeau: We are in agreement. 

[The meeting adjourned at i.ij p.m.) 


Appendix A to No. 78 

Draft Telegram to French Ambassador, Washington 

I beg you to submit to the American Government, on the part of the Peace 
Conference, the following telegram: — 

‘The overthrow of Admiral Kolchak and General Denikin has led the Allied 
Governments to again take up the Russian question, as it is now evident that 
the attempt, supported up to the present time by the Allies, to overthrow the 
Bolshevik regime by anti-Bolshevik forces has definitely failed. 

‘After attentive examination the Allies have decided upon the two following 
conclusions : — 

‘In the first place, after having heard the representatives of the Russian co- 
operative societies, which are the only organisations which have survived the 
Bolshevik efforts at destruction, and which have a membership of 25 million 
persons, they have decided to permit the free exchange of the products necessary 
for the Russian peasants, to be obtained in Allied countries, on condition that 
grain, flax, skins, and other raw products to be found in Russia be received in 
exchange. The Allies have been advised by the representatives of the Russian 
co-operative societies that last year’s corn crop in Southern Russia established 
a record, and that enormous quantities of food-stuffs and other raw products 
are available for exportation if the necessary transportation facilities can be 
obtained, and if merchandise could be shipped to Russia, in exchange for which 
the peasants would be disposed to surrender their products. These food-stufis 
are absolutely necessary in Europe in order to meet the acute food shortage which 
is the principal encouragement to Bolshevism in the West. The Russian co- 
operative societies are also convinced that the most efficient action which could 
be taken against the Bolsheviks is to put these commercial exchanges into 
operation. These co-operatives point out that it is possible for a Government 
in time of war to deprive the population of many of the conveniences of life, but 
that, on the other hand, as soon as the pressure of the state of war ceases to be 
felt, the population will act on its Government in order that the sale of its 
products, and the purchase, in exchange,, of clothing, shoes, machinery, &c., 
may be rendered possible. Now that the defeat of Kolchak and Denikin has 
robbed the Bolsheviks of the argument that they are fighting for the defence 
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of the revolution and the protection of peasant property, the pressure exercised 
by the Bolsheviks to end the state of war, restore normal conditions, and abandon 
the^measures of repression which have no other justification than the state of 
war itself will be infinitely strengthened. In the opinion of the Allies the re- 
organisation of commerce is the best means of destroying the extremist forms 
of Bolshevism in Russia itself. 

‘The projected exchange of products will not involve any negotiations 
between the Allied Governments and the Government of the Soviets, nor the 
recognition of the Bolshevilcs, nor the authorisation for Bolshevik representatives 
to enter the Allied countries. It will only imply a grant of facilities by which 
the co-operatives, which, for some time, have had organisations in the capitals 
of Europe, will be placed in a position to organise these exchanges of products 
with the Allied countries. This plan will naturally make it necessary for the 
co-operatives to secure the consent and the assistance of the Soviet authorities, 
especially in the matter of transportation, but, for the reasons which have 
already been presented, it is thought that internal pressure will be strong enough 
to compel them to give their assent. With reference to the preceding, the United 
States are not directly concerned, as they have never participated in the block- 
ade, and, in consequence, the Allied Governments do not doubt but what the 
Government of the United States will fully approve this decision. 

‘The second conclusion reached by the Allied Governments is that they must 
declare themselves as having arrived at an agreement, in so far as the future is 
concerned, by which they will observe a policy of non-intervention in affairs 
within the boundaries of Russia, but that they have recognised the independence 
of the neighbouring States, to the list of which has just been added Georgia, 
Azerbaijan and Armenia, and that in the eventuality that the Bolsheviks would 
refuse to make peace with these States, and would attempt to infringe on the 
independence of the said communities by force, the Allies would accoi'd these 
States the fullest support in their power. The Allied Governments are very 
desirous of knowing whether the Government of the United States is disposed 
to concur in this policy.’ 


No. 79 

i.c.p. 23.] Motes of a Meeting held in M, Fichoris Rooniy Quai d’Orsaj, 
Paris, on Tuesday, January 20, ig20, at 6.30 p.m.^ 

Present; U.S.A.: The Hon. Hugh Wallace; secretaries, Mr. Harrison, Captain 
Winthrop. 

Great Britain: The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, Prime Minister, The 
Right Hon. the Earl Gurzon of Kedleston, Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs; secretaries. Sir M. Hankey, Mr. Leeper. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Millerand; secretaries, M. Dutasta, 
M. Berthelot, M. Massigli. 

Signor Nitti; secretary, Signor Trombetti. 

M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States ; the 
Paris Peace Conference, igig,vo\.x&,^. 
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The following were also present for items in which they were concerned : 

Great Britain: Field-Marshal Wilson, Mr. Wise. 

France: M. Gambon, Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le 
Rond, M. Laroche, M. Hermitte. 

Italy: Signor de Martino, General Gavallero, Vice-Admiral Grassi, 
Colonel Castoldi, Marquis della Torretta. 

Japan: M. Sawada. 

Interpreter : Professor Mantoux. 

I . General Weygand read the report prepared by the committe 
with examining anew the situation as regarded the 
fnPldhdteJlTas plebiscite areas (see Appendix A) . 

M. Glemengeau; I suggest that the best course would 
probably be to examine each article of the report in turn. 

If I understood M. Berthelot aright, he explained to us this morning that 
at Teschen the plebiscite would be terminated within three months and that 
we might then send to Upper Silesia the two battalions, one French and one 
Italian, provided for Teschen. Would this not be a first satisfaction? 

Marshal Foch: Yes, in three months. 

M. Glemengeau: M. Berthelot also told us at the same time that during 
the next three months, and also because the plebiscite was still rather far off, 
there would perhaps be no need to reinforce the troops in Silesia — at least, 
not as much as contemplated. 

M. Berthelot: I still think that the greatest need for troops will present 
itself in the period when the plebiscite takes place, in order to prevent a,ny 
pressure by the Germans. As a matter of fact, General Le Rond is more 
competent than I to reply on that point, as he is president of the Government 
Commission, and will thus have all responsibility on the spot. 

General Le Rond : From the information at hand concerning the German 
occupation, the German forces have varied from 60,000 to 100,000 men. At 
the present time the occupation is maintained by 35,000 men, all the reduc- 
tions we demanded having been made. The plan of occupation of these 
35,000 men corresponds with the holding of points which it is necessary to 
occupy with troops. By reducing the number of troops which are indispens- 
able in order to hold all these points, we arrived at the quota of British, 
Italian and French troops contemplated, while taking into account the 
deduction that we had to make of four British battalions it was originally 
intended to send. Should, however, the three British battalions be in default, 
we shall not be able to occupy all the principal industrial centres, railroad 
crossings and cities which it is indispensable to hold. 

From the political standpoint, according to information which we received 
yesterday, the Germans wish to be ready for any emergency. But I do not 
know whether they will try to rise now or later. At any rate, they have pre- 
pared to take advantage of the first opportunity offered, and they will find 
it in the reduction of our forces. Therefore, from the military, as well as from 
the political, standpoint, a reduction of Allied troops in LTpper Silesia is 
rather dangerous. I would add that the Germans have already learnt, in 
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the course of negotiations which took place between the 20th December and 
the loth January/ the number of troops contemplated; any reduction of 
these'numbers will therefore have certain repercussions in Upper Silesia. 

My colleagues on the commission have left, one for London, the other for 
Rome. 9 1 am now alone to represent them here, but I believe I can speak in 
their name and say that they consider, as I do, that it is advisable to maintain 
the number of troops provided for. 

Mr. Lloyd George : It is obviously very unfortunate that the first time a 
matter of execution of the treaty occurs we should be forced to abstain. I 
need not explain here why we are obliged to act as we are doing.^ 

This being said, we believe that we shall be able to satisfy the proposals of 
Marshal Foch concerning the first point; we could send small naval forces to 
Memel and Danzig ; I do not think that would offer any difficulty. 

On the other hand, after a conversation on the subject with my Chief of 
Staff, I have arrived at the conclusion that it might be possible for Great 
Britain, by a special effort, to send two battalions into Germany; that will 
always help the situation a little. 

M. Glemengeau: That would make three battalions, counting the one 
which has already left. 

Mr. Lloyd George : Quite so. If it is difficult to find troops to occupy and 
garrison those plebiscite areas, it would be well first of all to look to the most 
important areas. 

I feel with General Le Rond that the most important point for the time 
being is Upper Silesia, We are going to have difficulties there not only from 
the Germans, but also, I believe, from the Pole's, whose feelings are running 
very high — an observation which only tends to strengthen General Le Rond’s 
argument. 

On the other hand, there does not seem to be the same necessity for occupy- 
ing the areas of Allenstein and Marienwerder; those are quiet districts, 
occupied by an agricultural population, and there will be no need there of 
strong measures to maintain order. I will even add that these territories are 
principally German, and I have never very well understood the necessity of 
holding a plebiscite there. 

To summarise, my proposal is as follows: Great Britain will furnish naval 
forces asked for at Memel and Danzig; she will furnish two battalions of 
infantry for the occupation of the plebiscite areas, thus raising the number of 
battalions from one to three. Lastly, should the Allies find it inconvenient to 
occupy all of these territories, they will abstain in the cases of Allenstein and 
Marienwerder. 

Marshal Foch: A matter of principle is involved. According to the 
provisions of the treaty, we take possession of these two districts, and I believe 
that we therefore must occupy them. The Germans are evacuating them 
as the treaty obliges them to. How shall we take possession if we do not 
occupy them? 

2 For these negotiations see Chap. I. 

3 See No. 78, note 9. 
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Mr. Lloyd George: Why not be satisfied, instead of sending a battalion 
to Allenstein and another to Marienwerder, with sending to those districts 
an Allied commission? 

Marshal Foch: Either we must execute the treaty or say that we do not 
intend to carry out its terms. But in order to carry out the occupation it is not 
possible to draw upon the other detachments which are already insufficient. 

Yesterday Great Britain withdrew nearly all of her contribution in troops 
to this whole task of occupation; to-day she gives us two battalions, making 
three in all, and then tells us to do the best we can. I am quite willing, but 
when I met the presidents of the commissions, these declared that of the jgine 
battalions promised but not forthcoming, six would have to be found. Of 
these six, here then are two; we have, therefore, still to find four. I will ask 
whether Italy and France can themselves furnish these four battalions. 

M. Glemenceau: We were nearly agreed this morning to make a great 
temporary effort for two battalions ; I will now ask Signor Nitti to be good 
enough also to give us two. I cannot believe that Italy does not recognise the 
necessity of this effort and that she is unable to lend us two thousand men. 
In this way the question would be solved, or very nearly. 

Mr. Lloyd George : The treaty does not state that the districts of Allen- 
stein and Marienwerder should be occupied by troops. A commission must 
take possession of them, supported, if occasion demand, by detachments. 

General Weygand : The treaty clearly states — for Marienwerder — that 
the commission shall be supported by troops if it is thought necessary; but 
there has certainly been an oversight in the case of Allenstein; there is no 
question of troops. But the Supreme Council itself has decided that where, 
under the provisions of the treaty, German sovereignty in those territories 
disappears and a commission takes over the government, the latter should be 
supported by troops,^ it had been naturally thought that one could not send 
Allied commissions into those territories without having them accompanied 
by contingents for the maintenance of order. Otherwise these commissions 
would have to rely on German troops. 

M. Glemenceau: The remark just made by General Weygand seems to me 
very important. We cannot send an Allied commission to those territories 
and allow it to depend on German troops to maintain order. 

I must then ask Signor Nitti to be good enough to accede to my request. 
Great Britain has great need of her troops for reasons we know; she is giving 
two battalions; so are we, although we also are confronted with extreme 
difficulties. I ask Italy then to furnish two battalions also. 

Signor Nitti: We have before us a general question and a special one. 
From the general point of view, I believe it is necessary that all the Entente 
countries should Ibe represented in the occupation of the plebiscite territories, 
were it only for the moral effect. On the special question of Italian participa- 
tion, before I can accede to M. Glemenceau’s request I must ask him to w'ait 
until I have returned to Italy and studied the effectives at my disposal 

I would also point out that we have promised to send five battalions, and 
* See No. 48, minute 3, 
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thit an Italian contains more men than an Allied battalion. If I am then 
able to make an effort, you may be convinced that I will do so, but I would 
beg erf you to wait. 

M. Glemengeau: When does Signor Nitti think he can give us a reply? 

Signor Nitti: Friday, ^ probably. 

M. Glemengeau: What is Marshal Foch’s opinion? 

Marshal Fogh: I conclude that we have not got the number of men to 
have the treaty executed. We are not meeting our obligations. I would ask 
Signor Nitti whether he maintains the reservation made by Signor de 
Martino by reason of Italy’s situation? 

Signor Nitti: I have just promised to reply next Friday. 

Marshal Fogh : Even concerning the battalions on which the agreement 
has been arrived at? 

Signor Nitti: We are agreed on the five battalions which have been 
promised ; I am only speaking of the two additional battalions which we have 
been asked for. 

Marshal Fogh: When shall we have the British battalions? 

Sir Henry Wilson; We shall agree on that. 

M. Glemengeau: Is this solution satisfactory? 

Marshal Fogh: Practically, on condition that the hopes which have just 
been expressed shall be realised. 

M. Glemengeau: We shall keep our word; so will Great Britain; and we 
hope we shall have a formal promise from Italy on Friday. 

It was decided : 

1 . That Great Britain should furnish, in order to occupy the plebiscite 

areas, two battalions besides one battalion intended for the occupa- 
tion of Schleswig ; also that she should send sufficient naval forces to 
Danzig and Memel. 

2. In order to replace the seven other British ba ttalions originally provided 

for, France should furnish two additional battalions, and Italy would 
make every effort to furnish two battahons. 

3. That the distribution of these battalions in the areas to be occupied 

should be made by the Inter- Allied Military Commission, presided 
over by Marshal Foch. 

2. Marshal Fogh: I wish to call the attention of the council to Baron von 
Lersner’s note dated the 19th January, 1920 (see Appeii- 
Functiomng of De-^ gx head of the German delegation declares that 

his Government throws on the Allies all responsibility lor 
the damage which may follow any delay to take place in the transfer of Allied 
troops. Any modification in the dispositions already taki^n would involve 
our responsibility. 

M. Glemengeau: Are you of the opinion that we should take this respon- 
sibility? If we have troops there, we are responsible. 

Marshal Fogh: Yes, if those troops are there. 

5 January 23, 1920. 



General Weygand then read the draft reply prepared by him as con- 
tained in Appendix G. ' 

Mr. Lloyd George: I approve the draft. 

Signor Nitti ; I agree. 

It was decided: 

That the president of the Peace Conference should send to the head of 
the German delegation the letter contained in Appendix C in reply to Ms 
note of the 19th January, 1920. 

3. M. Berthelot summarised the reply made by the delegation of the Serb- 
. Groat-Slovene Kingdom to the proposals delivered on^the 

nahc jitstion 1920. The text of this reply is contained in 

Appendix D.^ 

Signor Nitti : I have only a simple declaration to make. 

As I have already stated, I am obliged to leave Paris to-night. As a matter 
of fact, I wish it to be clearly understood that my departure bears no relation 
whatsoever to the discussion of the Adriatic problem; it is a question of a 
domestic nature which obliges me to return to Italy as soon as possible. 

I have, however, nothing to add to what I have said. We have made every 
effort of which we were capable. I must thank M. Glemenceau and Mr. 
Lloyd George for the goodwill they have shown in such a diffidult question, 
in their effort to find a solution necessarily so complex, one satisfactory to 
everyone, and especially one able to safeguard the peace of Europe. 

I wish to state quite sincerely that I have done all in my power; I have 
given up everything I could in order to find a solution acceptable to Jugo- 
slavs and Italians. The compromise which we had arrived at did not seem 
to satisfy either the one or the other; for — I must repeat it— -I have always 
regarded the Jugoslavs with a friendly feeling and I have taken into account 
the excited feelings of a people still in its political youth. 

But having said so much, I can make no further concession of any single 
point in the conditions upon which we have agreed here; it would be im- 
possible for me to defend further concessions in Italy. 

I think it useless to enter into the detail of the Serbian reply; were I to do 
it, I should have to show the impossibility of separating the city from the 
commune of Zara; I should have to emphasise that the Serbian reply is a 
blunt refusal of any desire which the Gity of Zara itself might express to be 
represented diplomatically by a nation of its own choosing on the League of 
Nations — a conception which, to my mind, is still very hazy. 

I therefore must emphasize what I said this morning: all the concessions 
which we granted in the Pact of London had a single aim, i.e., to find a 
solution acceptaWe by everyone. We are, however, not pledged, and I cannot 

* Not printed. This appendix contained an English translation of the Yugoslav note of 
January 20, 1920, the French text of which is printed as document 8 in Cmd. 586. Annexed 
to this appendix as supplements were copies of Yugoslav notes of June 2, 1919, and January 
8j 1920, respecting Yugoslav claims to elements of the former Austro-Hungarian fleet; 
these notes are printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States : the Paris 
Peace Cc 7 iference, xgig^ vol, h<, pp. 947-51. 
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myself accept anything I could not justify before the Italian Parliament. If 
the Jugoslavs accept our proposals, we shall agree; if they wish to have them 
modified, we cannot consent. 

I also wish to be excused if after my departure I am unable to be repre- 
sented here by our Minister for Foreign Affairs, Signor Scialoja. In case of 
need, Signor de Martino will be at the disposal of the conference. 

M. Clemenceau: Could we not now let the representatives of the Serb- 
Groat-Slovenes come in, and, if we are agreed, tell them that we maintain 
our former proposals? Each question can doubtless be discussed by itself, 
but that is not how the problem stands before us. There is a Pact of London, 
to which England and France wish to remain faithful. We have already told 
M. Pasitch and M. Trumbitch that they must choose between the com- 
promise we have just outlined and the Pact of London. We can only repeat 
it once more and demand a reply, either ‘Yes’ or ‘No’. 

Mr. Lloyd George: As our Italian colleague. Signor Nitti, must return 
to Italy, allow me to interrupt for a moment the proceedings in order to 
express my very deep and grateful thanks to M. Clemenceau for the way he 
has presided over our discussions. I have sat on this conference for months; 
Signor Nitti and Mr. Wallace have participated in its proceedings for a 
shorter time; if those who had preceded them were present, I feel certain that 
they would join in the homage that I would render to our president. 

It will be the great honour of my life to have taken part in the work of this 
conference, which has been presided over in such a wonderful way by a 
statesman so eminent as M. Clemenceau. He knows with what deep feelings 
of esteem and admiration he is regarded by my whole country, and I have 
greater regret than I can express at the thought that he will no longer be 
present with us in future. I wish the following declaration to be placed on 
record in the minutes : — 

‘Mindful of the inestimable services which M. Clemenceau, as president 
for more than one year of the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference, 
has rendered to the cause of peace, and grateful to the dignity, impartiality 
and sagacity with which he has conducted our proceedings, we, his col- 
leagues, desire to convey to M. Clemenceau the expression of our un- 
alterable esteem, and our hope that in a tranquil retirement he may live 
to see the fruits of his incomparable labours for the glory of France and the 
revived prosperity of the world.’ 

Mr. Wallace; Mr. President; It is a matter of deep regret for me to 
realise that we shall no longer have the benefit of your great wisdom and 
incomparable humour. It has been a great privilege for me to know you and 
therefore to love you. President Wilson spoke to me many times about his 
deep attachment to you and his admiration for your transcendent abilities. 
On behalf of the American Government and myself I wish you a long and 
happy life. ’ 

Signor Nitti: I wish to associate myself with the sentiments so nobly 
expressed by Messrs. Lloyd George and Wallace. We have likewise admired 



the transcendent quality of your mind, and grandeur of your sentiments. 
We shall always remember all that you have done for the cause of humanity 
and for the Entente, and we shall always hold you in the kindest remembrance. 

M. Matsui : Allow me, Mr. President, to add a few words in the name of 
the Japanese delegation. 

If the head of our delegation, Marquis Saionji, were still in Paris, he would 
have been the first to express his thanks and feelings of deep esteem. In his 
absence, I am happy to join the distinguished representatives of the Allied 
and Associated Governments in expressing to you the cordial feelings of the 
Japanese people. 

M. Millerand : In the name of the new Cabinet, I am happy to thank" the 
representatives of the Great Powers, and particularly Mr. Lloyd George, for 
the homage which they have just rendered to the man who for over a year 
has represented the French Republic at the Peace Conference in the worthy 
way you have just recalled. France will be profoundly touched by this 
homage which her Allies have spontaneously rendered and which honours 
them as much as the man to whom it is addressed. 

M. Glemengeau: Gentlemen, when people are leaving each other, it is 
usual— courtesy requires it — to exchange friendly words. I should like to 
believe that in the praises, certainly extravagant, which you have been kind 
enough to offer me, there is a little more than the courtesy of custom. I 
should be happy if there remained between us the deep feeling that the 
alliance of our countries ought indeed to inspire. If I have succeeded in 
letting enter our hearts some of those beautiful feelings that you have been 
so kind as to express, it is clear that it is my country and your countries that 
are going to reap the benefit of our understanding. 

We have all tried here to continue the work of our noble soldiers. The 
supreme event of the world has been the unexpectedness, the immensity of 
this war, suddenly terminated at a moment when we believed that an effort 
of many months would still be necessary, and we arrived here, somewhat 
disconcerted sometimes, by the gravity of the problems presented and the 
difficulty of solving them. In fighting an enemy, all are necessarily in agree- 
ment; each gives his life gladly for the great cause of his fatherland, but it is 
by no means necessarily the same when the victors meet to calculate and 
realise the fruits of victory, to arrange what belongs to each, not the honour, 
which is each one’s share, for, were it a matter of honour, that has been 
shared in such quantity by our soldiers in that mighty battle that it is not 
ourselves who can increase it. 

And yet we have tried to accomplish that difficult task. In reality, I might 
say that I have never presided over your meetings. They have not really been 
presided over. We have exchanged ideas, we have never, properly speaking, 
had difficulties in our discussions, and the president has never had to exercise 
his powers. We have been friends entrusted with a great duty — to make the 
peace, to conclude a peace stable in the first instance between ourselves, 
while increasing the chances of peace for humanity. 

Mr. Lloyd George, who so kindly took the initiative in this tribute, must 
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have smiled on recalling the great fights that we have sometimes waged. 
He said, when in the adjoining room he proposed me for the presidency : 
‘We have fought each other vigorously already.’ Then he added: ‘We are 
both of us Celts and yet we have not controlled our expressions.’ That is 
quite true and we have continued like that. 

We"4iave all of us uncompromisingly defended what we believed to be the 
interests of our countries; but I think we can say that with Mr. Lloyd George 
as with all of us. We’ have never lost sight of the necessity of a common 
understanding. I think, too, that we are at one to-day in affirming that if the 
particular interests of each nationality must be husbanded and respected, 
theVe yet cannot be a peaceful Europe unless the rights of all are recognised. 
We have put above all the need of the Entente. If Great Britain, the United 
States, Italy, Japan, France, remain united, we have there a guarantee of 
peace worth more than all those than [that] can be written on paper. If one 
day those nations were to become disunited, I dare not think what mis- 
fortunes might result. 

Sometimes, in the course of our discussions, I have been accused of having 
made too many concessions. The same charge has been levelled at the other 
heads of Goveimments. That is a question that may usefully be discussed in 
the days to come, but at a time when the verdict will hardly interest me more. 
Yet my conscience is easy, I am sure that yours is, too; in the expression of 
our opinions, as in the decisions we have taken, we have been guided by one 
sole principle. The nations that have spilled so much of their blood deserved 
first of all national satisfaction; but thereafter it was necessary to harmonise 
all the national satisfactions so that there should result a great common peace 
to all. 

Gentlemen, I do not wish to speak longer. From the bottom of my heart I 
am grateful to each of you for the feelings of kind sympathy expressed. In his 
mind’s eye Mr. Lloyd George sees me in a retirement which indeed begins to- 
day; he expresses the hope that I shall yet see our labours bear all their fruit. 
He may at least be certain that I shall never take my eyes off the peace we 
are now concluding and that I shall continue to follow its progress ; till my 
last breath I shall endeavour, with my earnest desires at least, to contribute 
to the full extent of my powers to the solidarity of that peace. If certain 
elements of discord should unhappily arise between us, how terrible it [? would] 
be to think that the finest blood of the civilised world — the blood of our soldiers 
— had been shed in vain for hopes not to be realised. 

I cannot believe in such a catastrophe; I know well the feelings that inspire 
my friend M. Millerand. He is convinced, as I am, that an alliance, a lasting 
entente, must be maintained between the peoples represented here. That is 
the feeling that I have found in Mr. Lloyd George, Mr*» Wallace, Signor 
Nitti, Mr. Matsui and the feeling which animates all of us, animates him, too. 
That I can vouch for, and it is essential that you, too, now that we are 
separating, should be convinced of it. 

For myself, I shall ever cherish among my most precious memories the 

^ The punctuation here is evidently incorrect. 
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remembrance of those friendly conversations, sometimes stormy, by which 
we have carried on the effort of the great war. We have learnt to know each 
other, to love each other. This fraternal friendship must be passed on 
from the statesmen to the people themselves. Let me offer you all the 
sincere wishes from the bottom of my heart for the prosperity of Great 
Britain, the United States, Italy and Japan. Let us wish for the work to 
which we have given the best of ourselves that the results already obtained 
and those the future will bring, will be such that the peoples will feel for all 
of us without distinction, a gratitude which, in that happy event, we shall 
have well deserved. Gentlemen, I thank you once again from the bottom of 
my heart. 

(The Italian representative withdrew.) 

(MM. Pasitch and Trumbitch then entered the room.) 

M. Clemengeau : Gentlemen, the members of the council have read the 
reply which you have submitted; the council is of opinion that discussion of 
the different points you raise is henceforth useless. 

As far as I am personally concerned, I feel that your thesis can be justified 
theoretically and logically on many points; but the question does not thus 
present itself at this time. This Adriatic question has been pending for months, 
nearly years; it must be settled. As you know, we have for a year tried all 
sorts of plans without being able to solve it and reach an agreement. 

Allow me at this point to tell you that your protests arrived a little late, for 
during all the time we discussed with the Italians we have had made known 
to us no Jugoslav counter-proposals. 

We first discussed the subject with President Wilson. Mr. Lloyd George 
and myself sent him a memorandum proposing our solutions; that did not 
have any better success. We then tried a way which consists in bringing 
together the two parties by proposals acceptable by all. 

If the question be examined separately, your theory, as I said before, might 
very easily be defended; but we looked at the question from another point of 
view. A great war breaks out; a Jugoslav State, Serbia, fights by our side 
and reaps a harvest of glory and honour which history will not deny to it; 
but, on the other side, we find the Jugoslavs kept in the ranks of the Austrians 
fighting against us until the very last minute. Of course, some divisions 
fought in our ranks when it became possible to organise them from amongst 
the prisoners we had taken, but these men were only made prisoners because 
they had fought against the Entente. 

The situation must be faced courageously, and we must see, what, under 
these circumstances, it is possible for you to obtain. 

I tell you in a friendly spirit, but firmly, that you must choose between the 
present proposals we are making — I say ‘we’, because it is not Italy which is 
offering them but the Entente — and the application of the Pact of London, 
the execution of which has already been claimed this morning by Signor 
Nitti. The signatures of France and Great Britain appear at the foot of this 
treaty. Mr. Lloyd George and I have declared that we could not repudiate 
it. You must therefore realise the attitude you have obliged us to adopt. 
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have the honour— much as I regret it— to say this to you: You must 
choose between the proposals made to you by France and Great Britain, and 
the application of the Pact of London on the Adriatic coast. We desire an 
answer to this question. Italy has arrived at a point where it is impossible 
for us to start new discussions. We therefore turn to you. If you do not wish 
to acdept the great advantages which are offered you, Signor Nitti has 
announced that he would immediately ask for the execution of the Pact of 
London. Neither Mr. Lloyd George nor myself will be able to refuse. 

M. Pasitgh: We have received from our Government the reply which we 
have communicated to the Supreme Council; our Government gave us per- 
mission to make the concessions shown in that reply, but it has also given us 
the order not to go further; we are not authorised to make other concessions 
than those mentioned in the reply of the Serb-Groat-Slovene delegation. 

M, Glemengeau : If that is the final reply of your Government, we then 
know what remains for us to do. If, on the contrary, it can yet be modified, 
do you intend to ask it of your Government? 

M. Pasitgh: We are ready to ask our Government immediately for 
another reply. 

M. Glemengeau: When can we expect to receive it? 

M. Pasitgh; We shall get in communication with our Government this 
very evening, and we hope to get the reply within three days. 

M. Glemengeau: Let us say one extra day, and that we shall have a final 
reply within four days. 

Mr. Lloyd George; Make it quite clear to your Government that the 
only question before it is whether it accepts our proposals. It must either 
accept or refuse. If it accepts, as I am leaving for London, there will be no 
need for the conference to meet further to discuss the Adriatic question; if 
it does not accept, our representatives here will take note of this refusal and 
the Pact of London will then be applied. 

M. Trumbitch: We shall ask our Government to reply by ‘Yes’ or ‘Nob 

M. Glemengeau : Exactly. 

M. Trumbitgh: You have just said, Mr. President, that we came at the 
last minute to state our claims — 

M. Glemengeau: That was not meant as a reproach. 

M. Trumbitgh : We were only asked once to appear before the Supreme 
Council, in February. We submitted the question as it appeared at the time, 
and communicated a memorandum containing our whole programme. 

M. Glemengeau ; I am not trying to reproach you. I simply wish to 
explain to you our embarrassment. I beg of you to believe in the universal 
sympathy which you find here. 

M. Trumbitgh: I thank you. 

M. Glemengeau: A new State has been created; we want it to live in the 
glory which the Serbian army has won for it; we would like to give it better 
conditions. But everyone must make concessions. France also has not ob- 
tained all the satisfaction she desired. Other countries in the Entente are in 
the same position. I therefore beg of you to make a sacrifice, as we have done, 
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to necessity ; that sacrifice will be amply repaid by the sympathetic friendship 
and the generous aid which wll be given you by the Entente. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) " 

Appendix A to No. 79 

Report on Situation as regards Troops to be sent to Plebiscite Areas 

The commission appointed by the Supreme Council to again examine the 
situation of the troops to be sent to the plebiscite countries, met at 4 p.m., under 
the presidency of Marshal Foch. 

The commission, after having heard the chiefs of the delegations of the various 
Governments, and the presidents of the commissions or their representatives, sub- 
mits to the Supreme Council the following decisions : — 

Upper Silesia. — No reduction is possible. Consequently, it is necessary to send 
three battalions to replace the three British battalions. 

Teschen. — The troops of occupation cannot be reduced. Consequently, no troops 
can be taken from that region to replace the absent battalions. 

Danzig. — Although Mr. Tower’ declared that he could fulfil his mission at 
Danzig with only one battalion, if necessary, it seemed to the military 
members of the commission quite impossible to assure the occupation of a 
city and port of such importance with so small a force. Consequently, it is 
necessary that the two missing English battalions be replaced by one bat- 
talion at least. Moreover, it would be prudent to have an English naval force 
participate in the occupation of Danzig, in order to reinforce it and assert 
its Inter-Allied character. 

Marienwerder. — The remaining Italian battalion will be sufficient provided it 
is completed by a small detachment of another nation, so as to assert the 
Inter-Allied character of the occupation. 

Allenstein. — ^Two battalions are necessary to replace the three missing English 
battalions. 

Memel. — The remaining French battalion will be sufficient, provided it is 
reinforced by a small British naval force, under the same conditions and for 
the same reasons as apply to Danzig. In short, the commission esteems that 
a ?ninimum of six ne^v battalions in lieu of the nine English battalions originally 
provided for, and two detachments of naval forces at Memel and Danzig, 
should be assigned to the occupation of the plebiscite territories, which con- 
stitutes the first material demonstration of the execution of the treaty. 

N.B. — All these calculations are based on the supposition that the Italian 
contingents will not be modified. However, the Italian delegate. Signor de 
Martino, has made reservations on this subject, on account of the situation in Italy. 

Appendix B to No, 79 
» Baron von Lersner to M. Clemenceau 

GERMAN DELEGATION, PARIS, jp, 

I have the honour to inform your Excellency, in answer to the note of the 17th 
instant, that the German Government can only comply with the desire to postpone 

’ Sir R. Tower had on January io, i9!?o, been appointed Administrator of the Free City 
of Danzig pending the appointment of a High Commissioner by the League of Nations. 
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for® five days the transportation of the troops to the plebiscite zones of Upper 
Silesia, Alienstein, Marienwerder, Danzig and Memel, if the Allies assume re- 
sponsibility for the damages which might result from this measure. 

The transportation of the Germans, in view of the evacuation of the territories 
in question has already begun. The evacuation, as well as the occupation of 
Danzig^ is only possible if the transportations being carried out by the Polish 
Government in Western Prussia are stopped on the fifteenth day of the evacuation, 
that is to say, on the twenty-second day after the going into force of the treaty. 

hloreover, the German Government asks that one of the Allied generals, already 
in Berlin, be given the necessary powers to settle all the minor questions raised by 
this, delay. 

In order that the necessary measures may be taken, I beg you to kindly give me 
as prompt an answer as possible. 

Baron von Lersner. 

Appendix G to No, 79 
M. Clemenceau io Baron von Lersner 

PARIS, January 20, ig 2 o. 

Mter having noted the reply of the German Government, under date of the 
19th January, 1920, I have the honour to inform you, in the name of the Peace 
Conference, that the Allied and Associated Governments, for unavoidable reasons, 
are obliged to postpone for a period of five days the transportation of the troops 
destined to occupy the plebiscite zones of Upper Silesia, Alienstein, Marienwerder 
and the Danzig and Memel territories. 

In the common interest of both the Allied and Associated Governments and the 
German Government, it is advisable that the movement of the German troops and 
the Allied troops, carefully harmonised in order to avoid any disorder, be executed 
according to the plan drawn up in common accord, but upon dates five days 
subsequent to the dates previously agreed upon. 

If this is done the troubles which the German Government seems to fear are not 
likely to occur. 

Naturally, the movement of Polish troops towards Eastern Prussia will stop 
on the fifteenth day of the evacuation. 

Consequently, the Peace Conference will send a French officer, familiar with the 
evacuation and transportation cpiestions, accompanied by a Polish officer, to 
arrive in Berlin for the 28th January, in order to arrange with the German Com- 
mand subsec^uent questions of detail relative to movements in Eastern and W estern 
Prussia, 

Accept, &c. 

Clemenceau. 

Mote 

It is necessary that the French officer to be sent to Berlin on the 28th January 
with a view to arranging with the German command the questions of detail relative 
to the movements in Eastern and Western Prussia be furnished, before his depar- 
ture from Paris, with all the information necessary for the successful accomplish- 
ment of his rnksion. ■ 

In order that this officer may be enabled to learn beforehand just what informa- 
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tion will be necessary, the Peace Conference has the honour to suggest that one of 
the military experts having already discussed the evacuation and transportation 
questions in Paris, Major Michaelis or Major von Boetticher, come to Pa^is in 
order to study in advance, wth the designated French officer, [? the questions 
to be] handled in Berlin. 

In this connexion, we would suggest that Lieutenant-Colonel Lefort be 'chosen 
for the mission to Berlin. 


No. 80 


c.M. ^.1 Notes of a Meeting held in M. Pichoti^s Room, Quai d'Orsay, 
Paris, Wednesday, January 21, ig20, at ii a.m^ 

Present: British Empire'. Lord Gurzon; secretaries, Mr. Leeper, Capt. Lothian 
Small. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Millerand; secretaries, M. Dutasta, 
M. Berthelot, M. Massigli. 

Italy: M. de Martino; secretaries, M. Trombetti, M, Zanchi. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai, 

Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


General Cavallero (Italy) was also present at the meeting to deal with questions 
with which he was concerned. 

I. M. Mantoux read a draft letter prepared by the British Delegation in 

■ ■ , reply to a communication from Mr. Lansing. (Appendix 

Reply to Mr. Lan~ N ^ ^ ^ . 

sing's Memorandum ' . , „ , , , r ■r> 1 ■» . ■. ^ 

A draft letter prepared by M. Berthelot in reply to the 

same communication was then read. (Appendix B.) 

M. Berthelot: In preparing this draft reply I took up a different point 
of view, as the Council observes. Lord Gurzoffs reply seems to me to be 
infinitely superior; it is far more complete, and goes to the very bottom of the 
questions. But I chose to interpret Mr. Lansing’s Note as a display of bad 
temper and not as a direct communication from President Wilson, and I 
replied without entering very deeply into the questions, which would have 
been dealt with subsequently in an appendix, in which we should have asked 
to know the opinion of the American Government, 

M. Glemenceau: It seems to me that the question of peace with Turkey 
ought not to be included in this reply to Mr. Lansing; it is important, I know ; 
but this is yet another reason why it should be treated separately from the 
question of the Adriatic ; also it is a question to be dealt with by my successor. 

I asked M. Miflerand to permit me to remain until now in order to settle 
the Italian question, concerning which we have been interrogated by 
Mr. Wilson ; there are papers in connexion with it which are signed by me, 
and I intended to make a suitable reply. 

^ This document is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the 
Paris Peace Conference, igiQ,vol. vs., 

958 



The question of peace with Turkey of course remains on the agenda, but 
it must be discussed with M. Millerand; I have no right to deal with it. 

Th^t being said, I think the two draft letters excellent; each has its ad- 
vantages and disadvantages: nevertheless, I could not accept that of Lord 
Gurzon without a slight alteration on which he will, I think, be in agreement 
with me : he says that, once an agreement had been reached, we should not 
have failed to inform President Wilson; I would rather that we used the 
following formula, that we should not have failed to submit it for his approval. 
For it is indeed a matter of approval. 

M. DE Martino: President Wilson may prefer not to pronounce an 
opinion. 

M. Glemengeau: Then he will not pronounce one. M. Bertheiot points 
out to me that, if we use that formula, we appear to make President Wilson 
an arbitrator : but in our system of discussion we are all arbitrators : we must 
be unanimous among ourselves ; if one of us disagreed, nothing would be done. 

I think the wording I propose would quite disarm Mr. Wilson: it only 
expresses the truth. 

Lord Gurzon: I agree with you. 

M. Millerand : So do I. 

M. Glemengeau: With this alteration, I am prepared, while thinking 
M. Berthelot’s text excellent, to adopt that of Lord Gurzon. 

Lord Gurzon: I think M. Clemenceau’s observation is perfectly true. 

As to avoiding all mention of the Turkish question, another argument in 
favour of the point of view supported by M. Clemenceau is that the telegram 
communicated to us only spoke of Russia and Italy and not of Turkey at all. 

Moreover, I quite understand that M. Clemenceau only wishes to reply 
to those points which concern the part he has taken in negotiations, and that 
the Turkish negotiations must in future be considered as within the com- 
petence of the new French Cabinet. 

I am therefore prepared to accept these considerations if the text I have 
proposed is otherwise accepted. 

Our draft has, indeed, several advantages. M. Berthelot’s is, as he said, 
in reality a reply to Mr. Lansing, but there is no doubt, however the telegram 
communicated to us is read, that it comes from the Government of the United 
States; it would consequently be better to address that Government itself. 

Finally, it is better to go thoroughly into the questions and give arguments, 
while showing, of course, the greatest courtesy to the American Government, 
both as regards substance and form. 

M. DE Martino: Since the American Government addressed the French 
and British Governments, I am not concerned in the drafting of this reply. 
I merely thank you for so kindly communicating it to us.® Nevertheless, I 
should like to make one request. 

Ill his draft reply, M. Bertheiot says that the Allied Governments of France, 
Great Britain, Italy, Japan, never intended to come to a decision apart from 
and contrary to the advice of president Wilson : this idea does not appear in 
Lord Gurzon’s note. I request that it may be added. 
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■ M. Glemenceau: I agree. 

M. Matsui; The Japanese Delegation has not always been consulted. It 
would therefore be better to omit this reference to Japan. I ask that thisw^^'ord 
be struck out, especially as I do not know the contents of Mr. Lansing’s note. 

M. DE Martino : May I, Sir, before you retire, return to the letter sent by 
M. Nitti to the President of the Conference on January 17,2 of which I was 
speaking to you a short time ago. 

' It is, in short, a matter of verifying a simple de circumstance, and of 
seeing whether there is or is not a mistake and whether or not M. Nitti makes 
a new proposal. 

According to us, it is a mistake which has crept into the text and which 
M. Nitti has to rectify by drawing attention to the enormous difficulty by 
which he would be faced in order to obtain the acceptance by our Parliament 
of the limitation of the Sovereignty of Fiume, thus placed under the control 
of the League of Nations. I am going to telegraph to M. Nitti, 

M. Berthelot : I share the opinion of the Council, and so think it would 
be better not to speak of Turkey in the reply to Mr. Lansing. The question 
was well put recently, but by M. Jusserand, who pointed out that the 
attitude adopted by America would postpone the solution of that question 
indefinitely. To this Mr. Lansing replied that he had no intention of post- 
poning the settlement by the Allies of the Turkish problem. In reality, the 
opinion of the American Government seems to be as follows : it did not make 
war on Turkey; we can therefore deal with the Turkish question among our- 
selves ; on the other hand, if it is interested in the Adriatic question, the 
Russian problem, it is because it was involved in the war against Austria and 
was associated with Russia. 

M. Glemenceau: M. Jusserand’s telegram is only of value to the Confer- 
ence for the information it gives. 

I do not oppose the request made by the Japanese Ambassador. 

Finally, M. de Martino states that a drafting error has crept into the text 
concerning Fiume; this is a question to be settled with the Secretariat. For 
my part, I think we are bound to defend the document transmitted to the 
Jugo-Slavs; our word is pledged, as far as I am concerned, I wish to change 
nothing in that text. 

On the other hand, the British Representative agrees not to mention 
Turkey in the reply to Mr. Lansing and accepts the addition proposed by 
M. de Martino. 

We are therefore in agreement 

M. Berthelot: Will the note be sent through the intermediary of M. 
Jusserand on behalf of the Conference and signed by the President, or will 
it on the other hand be transmitted by the British Government? 

M. Glemenceau : The question is not who will send it, but who will sign it. 
I think it should be signed by Mr. Lloyd George and myself, since I remained 
here specially for this question; especially as Mr. Wallace himself transmitted 
it to Mr. Lloyd. George and to me. 

2 Untraced In Foreign Office archives. 
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Lord Gurzon: Then we must give the reply to Mr. Wallace signed by 
Mr. Lloyd ^ George and M. Glemenceau. I am authorized by the British 
Prime Minister to sign it for him. 

M. Glemenceau: The reply will therefore be signed by Mr. Lloyd Georw 
and myself. 

It was decided : 

that M. Glemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George would hand the telegram 
appearing in Appendix to Mr. Wallace for transmission to Washington. 


2. Lord Gurzon: I think an error has crept into the decision adopted after 
* hearing Mr. Ador.+ We decided that the question of the 

of witzer and of perpetual Swiss neutrality within the League 

J^ations of Nations should be laid before the Gouncil of the League, 

which would examine it and communicate its decisions to 


the Supreme Gouncil, which would take the final decision. 

After investigation it appears that in this resolution there were certain 
drawbacks and that the question raised comes exclusively within the scope 
of the Gouncil of the League of Nations. 

It would thus be best to say that the Council of the League of Nations shall 
pronounce judgment and shall inform the Supreme Council of its decision. 
The danger of the adoption of contradictory decisions could thus be avoided. 
It is, moreover, probable that Switzerland wiU obtain satisfaction; otherwise 
she will still have the right to appeal to the Assembly of the League in con- 
formity with the Covenant. 

I therefore propose to alter the resolution adopted yesterday. 

Another question arises. 

We decided that the date from which should count the period allowed to 
Switzerland for admission into the League of Nations as an original member 
should be that of the entry into force of the last Treaty containing the Cove- 
nant; consequently it would perhaps be the date of the entry into force of the 
T reaty with Turkey, which is not yet drafted. That solution seems impossible. 

The neutrals have, indeed, been informed that they had two months from 
the ratification of the Treaty with Germany in which to adhere to the Cove- 
nant; if Switzerland is allowed a special regime, those might plead this pre- 
cedent and it would then become impossible, in case of necessity, to summon 
the League of Nations and its Assembly. This cannot have been the intention 
of the Supreme Council. 

Accordingly, it would, I think, be better to retain the original decision, 
the period of two months from the date of the deposit of ratification of the 
Treaty of Versailles. 

M. Matsui: From the legal point of view, this point is^pen to discussion: 


^ Not printed. This draft was identical with that in appendix A except that: (i) The last 
sentence of the third paragraph began: ‘The French, British and Italian Governments have 
never had any intention, &c.’ (ii) The last three paragraphs of the first draft were omitted. 
This redraft may be compared with the final text of the telegram, dated January 22, 1920, 
Vv’hich is printed as document 10 in Gmd- 586. 

See No. 78, minute 4. 
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thus China, for instance, who did not sign the Treaty of Versailles, can asis; 
to belong to the League of Nations after the exchange of the ratifications of 
the Treaty with Austria, which also contains the Covenant of the League. 

M. Berthelot: It was desired to render the accession of Switzerland to 
the League of Nations possible and the constitutional delays required by her 
in order to organize her referendum were taken into account. That was the 
question about which M. Ador was concerned. 

On the other hand, as Lord Gurzon said, it is obvious that neutrals have 
only two months after the exchange of the ratifications of the Treaty of 
Versailles; but the fact that Switzerland is allowed a privileged position on 
account of the guarantees of perpetual neutrality given by the Powers, is 
perhaps not enough to alter what was decided for the other States. 

It is none the less true that it is perhaps excessive to give Switzerland two 
months after the coming into force of the last Treaty; between the two 
extremes a solution might perhaps be found in the ingenious suggestion of 
the Japanese Ambassador and the period might date from the coming into 
force of the Treaty with Austria. 

M. Millerand: Gould it not be considered enough for the Federal 
Government to have given its consent subject to the referendum to be taken? 

M. Berthelot : The Swiss Government is of the opinion that this solution 
would not justify it bpfore the country and that it would risk seeing the refer- 
endum decide against adhesion to the League. 

Lord Gurzon : My proposal was suggested to me by Sir Eric Drummond, 
who has dealt exclusively with the legal point of view and who, as you can 
well believe, is actuated by no feelings of hostility to Switzerland, but rather 
the reverse. 

Moreover, if it was agreed that the time necessary for taking a referendum 
must be granted to Switzerland, the suggestion made by the Japanese 
Ambassador, that the period of two months should only count from the 
exchange of ratifications of the Treaty with Austria, would perhaps offer a 
means of evading the difficulty. 

M. Berthelot: Switzerland is in an exceptional position; it is the only 
state which is perpetually neutral : that is perhaps legitimate reason to make 
special arrangements for her. 

M. Glemengeau: Do you then wish us to refer this question for the 
examination of M. Fromageot and his colleagues? 

It was decided: 

(1) That the qtiestion how far the perpetual neutrality of Switzerland is 

compatible with her entry into the League of Nations he referred 
for examination by the Council of the League of Nations, which 
wo uld be»requested to inform the Supreme Council of its conclusions. 

(2) That the question as to how Switzerland must notify her adhesion to 

the League of Nations be referred for examination to the legal 
experts. 

M. Glemeiiceau withdrew and M. Millerand took his place in the 

Chair. 
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3- ^Lord Curzon: A resolution was voted by the Supreme Council some time 
_ ago according to which : — 

fmZfA!!lm 2 ~dors^ present session of the Peace Conference shall termi- 

Council nate at the latest in the fortnight following the drawing Up 

of the first minutes of the deposit of ratifications of the 
Treaty with Germany; after the close of the present session, important 
political questions shall be dealt with by direct communications between the 
Governments themselves, while questions of detail shall be settled by a Con- 
ference of the Ambassadors in Paris.’^ 


We have reached a time when, owing to the departure of Messrs. Lloyd 
George and Nitti, the illness of M. Scialoja and the need for my return to 
England, the Conference can no longer continue in its present form. Accord- 
ingly I think the resolution adopted during the London conferences of 
December 11-13, 1919, should be executed and that this Conference of 
Ambassadors should be inaugurated, to deal from day to day with questions 
concerning the Treaty and its execution, important essential political 
questions being reserved for direct decision by the Governments. 

If we are agreed to inaugurate this new phase of our work, I declare, on 
behalf of the British Government, that the British representative on that 
Conference will be Lord Derby.^ 

M. DE Martino: M. Scialoja, whose health is happily slightly improved 
and whom I saw a short time ago, asked me to support the point of view 
which he has already defended before the Conference. Indeed, he sees no 
need to create a fresh organization since there are still important questions 
to be discussed such as that of the Treaty with Hungary and others; under 
these circumstances, M. Scialoja thinks it would be well to allow the Govern- 
ments to be represented on that meeting by the men they consider most 
qualified; it may be their Ambassador but, if necessary, the Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs could, if they so desire, take part in person. 

We are agreed in thinking that important questions of principle will be 
dealt with in meetings of the Presidents of the Council or by direct communi- 
cation between the Governments; but the execution of decisions thus taken 
should nevertheless be examined and prepared by an Interallied meeting. 
That is why M. Scialoja wished to accept the point of view expressed by Lord 
Curzon to the effect that the Ambassadors would be empowered to take part 
in that meeting when their Governments thought fit, 

M. Matsui: I can the more readily accept Lord Gurzon’s proposal as I am 
ambassador and at the same time plenipotentiary but it is understood that if 
I, for instance, or Lord Derby, were prevented from being present at a 
meeting, we could always send somebody in our place. 

M. Millerand ; In view of the resolution already adopted and the execu- 
tion of which is alone requested by Lord Curzon, I for my part have no 
objection to make to the execution of that resolution. 

Would it not, however, be well if it was understood that, when a Govern- 
ment considered it better to replace the Ambassador by the Minister for 

5 See No. 62 (resolution B). 6 H.M. Ambassador in Paris. 
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Foreign Affairs or by the Head of the Government, this should take pld*ce 
automatically? In other words, I should not like the term ‘Ambassadors’ 
Conference’ to be* taken in too narrow a sense, so as to prohibit Heads of 
Governments or Ministers for Foreign Affairs from taking part in the discussion. 

Lord Gurzon: I agree entirely with the President. We have a resolution 
to carry out: consequently, this Ambassadors’ Conference must be set work- 
ing: but, when circumstances render it necessary, there is nothing to prevent 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs, the Head of the Government of a country, 
or even any individual whose presence is considered necessary by the latter, 
from taking part in it instead of and on behalf of the Ambassador. ^ 

On the other hand, I would reply to M. de Martino that, as far as the 
Treaty with Turkey is concerned, the Governments never intended to entrust 
the preparation of the Treaty to the Ambassadors’ Conference. That is a 
question reserved for the Supreme Council and which will ultimately render 
it necessary for it to meet. 

M, Berthelot; The Premiers who met in London had no idea of an 
Ambassadors’ Conference; this meeting was given a much more modest title, 
that of ‘Ambassadors’ Committee’ ; it was thought that current affairs could 
be treated in this way by general collaboration : but it was also understood 
that, whenever a question required the opinion of the Government, a meeting 
might be held to discuss it either at London, at Rome, or Paris, as decided 
by the Heads of Governments. 

Accordingly, when it was decided to deal with the Turkish question, the 
Ambassadors’ Committee would not have power to discuss it: it would be 
examined in a meeting of the Premiers in one of the three capitals. 

Moreover, unless my memory fails me, it was agreed between Mr, Lloyd 
George and M. Glemenceau that when the Turks were summoned it should 
be to Paris, and that in the same way the Treaty would be signed in Paris. 

Lord Gurzon: I wish to make two remarks. 

First, as regards the term ‘Ambassadors’ Conference’, since the expression 
is used in the resolution, I think it would be better for us to retain it, instead 
of substituting that of ‘Ambassadors’ Committee’ ; especially as the result of 
the latter phrase would be to limit the object of that meeting. 

In the second place, I know of no arrangement concluded between Mr. 
Lloyd George and M. Clemenceau concerning the place to which the Turkish 
representatives would be summoned or where the Peace with Turkey would 
be signed. All I know is that Mr. Lloyd George intends the discussion of 
Turkish affairs to take place in London, for it will for a long time be difficult 
for him and for me to leave England, 

I wished to make this statement, so as not to be bound by what M. Berthc- 
lot has just said. 

M. Berthelot : In the conversation which I ventured to recall, it was 
indeed decided that the discussions on Turkish affairs should take place in 
London, but at the same time it was added that the Turks would be sum- 
moned to Paris, where the Treaty with them would be signed. 

M, Mielerand: That is, moreover, what M. Clemenceau told me. It is 
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clearly understood, as I have already told Mr. Lloyd George, that I am at 
hi is disposal and at yours to go to London as soon as this is desired, in order 
to begin distaissing the Treaty with Turkey. 

1 only ask permission to reserve the two points indicated by M. Bertlielot, 
i.e. the sumnioiiing of the Turkish delegates to Paris and the signature of the 
Treaty at Paris. 

M. Berthelot: M. Glemenceau also relied on the fact that the Turkish 
delegates have already been summoned to Paris and that at a time when the 
Conference has sent them a reply that the question is pledged. 

M. Matsui: I wish to make a remark on the powers of this conference of 
Ambassadors. 

A resolution was passed on the 28th July last establishing the Council of 
Ambassadors and investing it with certain powers;^ but the resolution 
adopted in London in December is not at all the same. What is the opinion 
of the meeting on the subject? 

M. Millerand: I imagine that it will be necessary to decide definitely 
on the powers of the respective assemblies. 

As I understand it, the Committee or the Conference of Ambassadors will 
only sit in the intervals of the meetings of the Supreme Council : it is therefore 
essential to establish exactly the powers of the two assemblies. 

For example, which of them is to deal with the Treaty with Hungary, the 
Committee of Ambassadors, or will it be necessary to convoke the Supreme 
Council? 

M. Berthelot; The Treaty has already been handed to the Hungarians, 
it is therefore only a question of details and henceforth these will be examined 
and decided by the Conference of Ambassadors. The resolutions passed by 
that Conference will be submitted to the various Governments for approval 
and for decisions as to concessions : final decisions will be taken by the Heads 
of Governments. 

M. DE Martino ; Are the Ambassadors then not to have full powers as the 
plenipotentiaries of their Governments? 

M. Millerand: It would appear so from the second paragraph of the 
London resolution; the Ambassadors are to have powers only on questions 
of detail. It has also been decided that the Governments represented at the 
Conference of Ambassadors can, if they think necessary, be represented by a 
substitute for the more general questions. 

4. Lord Gurzon: M. Glemenceau has expressed the opinion that it would 
, . , ^ . be better, in the answer to be made to the telegram of the 

u) ui Cjiesilon States Government, not to mention Turkey at all but 

to speak only of Italy and Russia; on the other hand negotiations on 
the Turkish question will be commenced as soon as M. Millerand is able to 
go to London. Would it not be a good thing therefore to see in what way we 
could advise the United States that we desire their presence and their 
counsels? Not to take this step might cause grave offence. 

7 See Vol. I, No. 21, minute I. 
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It was with this in mind that I drafted my telegram on the subject^of 
Turkey: could we not now express the same idea in some way? 

M. Millerand : This idea you wish to express is already contained in«your 
first draft, apart from all reference to Turkey: you say there Tt goes without 
saying that the French and British Governments attach the greatest iinpor- 
tance to the presence of a United States representative.’ 

M. DE Martino: That is so; nevertheless, when the time comes actually 
to begin negotiations with Turkey, it would be expedient to ask once more 
for the co-operation of the United States. The United States Government 
will then have either to accept co-operation, and this would be all to jthe 
good, or to refuse: in neither case will it have any cause for complaint. 

M. Millerand : We could now inform the United States that negotiations 
are about to be opened and that we should be glad to see a representative of 
the United States take part in them. 

Lord Gurzon: Who is to make this communication? 

M. Millerand : All the Allies. 

Lord Gurzon: Has the passage referring to Turkey been left in the draft 
letter? 

M. Millerand : I think that the most satisfactory solution both for you 
and for us would be to delete all reference to Turkey from your note, as was 
indeed decided, leaving only the passage in which you express the value we 
attach, generally speaking, to the presence of a United States representative 
here. 

Further, before the meeting to be held in London, the Allies should send 
a note to Washington, asking the American Government to send a plenipo- 
tentiary as its representative, if possible. 

Lord Gurzon: I think that we should communicate this to Washington 
at once in as definite a way as possible ; the situation in the East will not allow 
delay; we must not be content with merely formulating in a general way our 
wish to obtain the collaboration of the United States on other matters and 
put off until the moment of our meeting in London our request that they send 
a plenipotentiary to London. 

M. Millerand : If we are agreed, as I think we are, that in the letter 
to be sent in answer to Mr. Lansing’s telegram, all mention to [of] Turkey 
should be omitted, and that the expression of our wish to see the United 
States represented should be maintained, I see no reason why we should 
not at the same time draw up a special note advising the United States 
Government, in the name of the Allies, that a Conference by the Heads of 
Governments is to be held in London immediately on Turkish affairs and 
that we attach the greatest importance to the participation of an American 
plenipotentiary. 

Lord Gurzon: We are agreed and I therefore ask your permission to draw 
up the communication in question with M. Berthelot. 

M. Berthelot: In these circumstances, the first telegram might be re- 
mitted to Mr. Wallace who would forward it to his Government; the other 
note would be transmitted to the United States Government by M. Jusserand. 
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T^e two communications would be kept definitely separate, as a. sign of 
deference to Washington, 

It was decided : 

that a telegram be sent to Washington in the name of the Supreme 
Gouiicil to invite the United States Government to send a plenipotentiary 
as its representative to the forthcoming negotiations on the Turkish 
Question. 

5. M. DE Martino; I understand that the Conference of Ambassadors will 

* . decide the outstanding questions on the Italian frontier? 

ofTitgo-S^avia^ frontiers of what ought to have been the buffer state 

have already been fixed but the line has not yet been defined 
from the north of the buffer state to the Austrian frontier. 

M. Berthelot: All that remains to be done, I believe, is the w'ork of 
delimitation by the commissions on the spot. 

M. DE Martino : It is a question of adjusting the line laid down by the 
Treaty of London and the Wilson line to the north of the territory to form the 
buffer state. 

General Gavallero: I think that is not so. From the buffer state to Tarvis 
nothing definite has been decided, either in principle or in fact. 

M. Berthelot: It is difficult to discuss this question without the aid of a 
map. We might study it separately and bring the matter up again before the 
Council of Ambassadors who in its turn would decide whether it is necessary 
to refer it to the Heads of Governments. 

M. DE Martino : In any case, the question cannot be decided without our 
co-operation. 

M. Millerand ; This will be an example of a case in which the Ambassador 
of the Royal Government can, if he judges necessary, ask to have the matter 
referred to the Supreme Council. 

M. Laroche: The memorandum of the 9th December 1919 has decided 
in principle the question of the whole Italian frontier, and only matters of 
detail remain which can only be established on the spot. 

General Gavallero : The Italian Delegation considers that the frontier 
has not been laid down between the buffer state and Tarvis. 

M. Berthelot: It is simply a matter of referring to the minutes of the 
Commission on Yugo-Slav Affairs which dealt with the question. 

M. MilleRx\nd : If you allow, we will refer this matter to the Commission 
on Y'ugo-Slav Affairs and wait for the answer of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Government. If their answer involves the fixing of the frontier and if the 
Italian Delegation on receipt of it considers that there is any omission 
necessitating a decision by the Supreme Council, the iliatter will be put 
before it. 

General Gavallero: We consider that this is still an open question. 

M. Millerand: You know the terms in which the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
representatives have been addressed. In the case of their refusal, the Treaty 
of London comes into force ; if, on the contrary, they agree to our views and 
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if, then, you still consider that there is a gap in the scheme as drawn up, it Will 
be a case of bringing the matter before the Supreme Council. 

M. DE Martino : I suggest that this question be submitted without ^elay 
to the Commission on Yugo-Slav AiFairs for their examination. 

M. Millerand: Then we are agreed. 

It was decided: 

that the Commission on Roumanian and Yugoslav Affairs be entrusted 
with the study of the line of the frontier between Italy and Yugoslavia to 
the south of Tarvis in so far as this frontier has not yet been established. 
The meeting adjourned at 12.50. 


Appendix A to No. 80 
Draft Reply to Mr. Lansing’s Memorandum 

The British and French Prime Ministers have examined with the closest atten- 
tion the memorandum which was communicated to them by the Ambassador of 
the United States, relative to Russian and Italian negotiations.® 

With reference to the Russian question, they had already communicated their 
views to Washington for examination by the American Government, at the same 
time asking for the assent and the co-operation of this Government.® 

As to the Italian question, the absence of the United States was never at any 
time regarded as other than temporary by the British and French Governments; 
they have never lost sight of the American point of view concerning this question, 
the solution of which is of such vital importance for the future of the world. They 
never had any intention of acceding to a permanent arrangement without giving 
full consideration to the views of the American Government. 

Consequently, they took up the Adriatic question at the point where it was 
under discussion at the time Mr. Polk left for Washington. Mr. Nitti presented 
certain proposals which tended to modify the common memorandum communi- 
cated to Mr. Scialoja by the Representatives of the United States, France, and 

® This meraorandum is printed as document 9 in Cmd, 586. It read as follows; 

‘ Telegram from Mr. Lansing to Mr. Wallace, Paris, January so, igso. 

‘Please take up with M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George the question of the way 
the Russian and Italian problems have been handled and ascertain their point of view. The 
United States is being put in the position of having the matter disposed of before the 
^\merican point of view can be expressed, as apparently M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd 
George have sought only the views of the Italian and Jugo-Slav Governments before 
ascertaining the views of the United States Government. Is it the intention of the British 
and French Governments in the future to dispose of the various questions pending in 
Europe and to communicate the results to the Government of the United States? There are 
features in connection with the proposed Fiume settlement which both M. Clemenceau and 
Mr. Lloyd George must realise would not be acceptable to the President. 

‘As it was pointed'" out by Mr. Polk before his departure the Dalmatian and other 
questions should be taken up through regular diplomatic channels, and the fact that you 
are not charged with full powers could have no bearing on the question. As no American 
official could be sent to these gatherings that could have the same authority as the Prime 
Ministers of tlie three Governments in question, it is manifestly impossible for the United 
Stales Government to be represented at the meetings of the Prime Ministers.’ 

5 See No. 78, appendix A. 



Gi^eat Britain on December g, 1919.’“’ At the time the Conference again assembled 
in Paris, about fifteen days ago, M. Glemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George imme- 
diatejy opened negotiations between the Italian Government and the representa- 
tives of Jugo-Siavia, and reached a plan of arrangement which they consider as the 
best system of conciliation practicably possible between the Italian and Jugo-SIav 
points'll view. 

The details of this arrangement are annexed hereto.” 

The French and British Governments are pleased to affirm that, in practice, 
all the really important points of the common memorandum of December 9, 1919, 
remain intact and have now received the approval of the Prime Minister of Italy. 

Two points only of this memorandum have been modified, and these two points 
are to the advantage of Jugo-Slavia. 

1. The Free State of Fiume, which would have separated 200,000 Jugo-Slavs 
from their country, disappears; three quarters of these populations are now and 
henceforth united to Jugo-Slavia; a source of perpetual c|uarrels and intrigues 
disappears; and if, in exchange, Jugo-Slavia is to cede to Italy territories upon 
which there are about 50,000 Jugo-Slav inhabitants over and above those which 
were included by the Wilson proposal, the balance is to the advantage of Jugo- 
slavia. Fiume becomes an independent State under the guarantee of the League 
of Nations whose authority over the port becomes direct and absolute for the good 
of all concerned. 

2. Relative to Albania, an effort has been made to accord satisfaction to the 
essential needs of all the parties concerned. The details of the administration of 
this country by Jugo-Slavia, Italy and Greece have not yet been elaborated, but 
in their elaboration the sentiments and future interests of the Albanian people will 
be kept fully in mind, and every effort will be made to have these points fully 
considered in the preparation of the permanent arrangement. 

The French and British Governments esteem that in this manner a suitable 
arrangement of a dangerous and difficult question has been arrived at ; they have 
informed the Italian and Jugo-Slav Governments that, in the event this arrange- 
ment were not accepted, they would find themselves obliged to place the Treaty 
of London, which would satisfy no one, in force. 

Had a Plenipotentiary representing the Government of the United States been 
in Paris at the time, Mr. Lloyd George and M. Glemenceau would have cordially 
welcomed his entire co-operation in these negotiations, but in the absence of a 
Representative who could speak in the name of the United States, and in view of 
the vital importance of the settlement of a question which has inflamed the south- 
east of Europe for more than a year and which, if not regulated promptly, would 
not only delay the rehabilitation and reconstruction of two countries greatly 
exhausted by the war, but might also provoke another war, the Prime Ministers 
of France and Great Britain concluded that there was no other alternative than to 
adopt the measures necessary to effect a disappearance, as rapidly as possible, of 
the difficulties existing between two of their Allies, and this by consulting iDOth 
of these AJlies in an uninterrupted and exhaustive manner, and taking advantage 
of the fact that they were all together in Paris. 

In so doing, they had no intention whatsoever to lack in courtesy towards the 
Government of tlie United States, and have not thought, for one moment, of 

See No. 56, minute i and note 4. (The memorandum was dated December g, 1919, 
but was not officially communicated to Signor Scialoja until December 12.) 

Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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concealing the development of their negotiations from the United States. They cfre 
'Convinced that President Wilson would not have wished, by demanding that each 
phase of the negotiations be communicated to Washington for his assent to the 
proposals, which were submitted, when it was impossible for the President to hear 
the arguments and, himself, present questions to the principal parties concerned, 
to render impossible the achievement of this ai'rangement, during the necocsarily 
short stay of the Prime Ministers at Paris. 

In their opinion, the only plan possible was to conduct the negotiations as rapidly 
as possible, and to inform the Government of the United States of the result as 
soon as a definite conclusion was reached. 

The French and British Governments esteem that they are obliged to adopt the 
same procedure with reference to the Peace with Turkey. They have already 
■waitecl a long time in order to accord the United States sufficient time to adopt 
their course of action, and this because they are very anxious to have the views and 
co-operation of the American Government. Without speaking of the heavy 
military expenses imposed in consequence on two countries, already heavily 
burdened, this delay has allowed the anarchist elements hostile to the Allies in 
Turkey to resume a great deal of their power, and to establish dangerous relations 
with the Bolshevists. It is, in consequence, impossible to delay negotiations any 
longer. 

Moreover, aside from the necessity of conducting these negotiations with the 
desirable rapidity and decision, it would be impossible to succeed if, in the absence 
of an American Plenipotentiary supplied with full powers, the numerous questions 
which are to be settled had to be referred to the Government of the United States 
each and every time before being decided. 

The French and British Governments — needless to say — attach the greatest 
importance to American assistance and collaboration; they would be extremely 
pleased to have an American Plenipotentiary sit among them. However, in 
case the Government is unable to act in this sense, they consider that there is no 
other alternative open to them than to continue peace negotiations with Turkey 
without delay, at the same time keeping the American Government fully informed 
as to the progress of the discussions and with full consideration for American 
sentiments in so far as is compatible with an early conclusion of peace. 

Appendix B to No. 8o 

‘His Majesty’s Ambassador has been good enough to communicate to 
M. Clemenceau, President of the Peace Conference, and to Mr. Lloyd Geoi'ge, 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, a telegram concerning the study by the 
Supreme Council of the solutions of the Russian question, the Adriatic question 
and in a general way, of all the diffei’ent problems still under consideration, for 
the re-establishment of Peace. 

The American note contains a demand for information about the procedure 
followed, remarks on the non-consultation of the United States on the solutions 
under discussion, and finally, a protest against any decision taken without the 
assent of the American Government, or against its views. 

Mr. Lansing’s telegram finishes by the affirmation that the Government of the 
United States cannot delegate a qualified Representative to the Council of Prime 
Ministers and by suggesting a return to normal diplomatic procedure for the 
settlement of all the questions. 
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IV^ssrs. Glemenceau and Lloyd George have the honour to inform Mr, Lansing 
that the examination of the political problems, rendered more and more pressing 
^by the ^course of events, and in particular, the Russian and Italian questions, has 
been carried out by the Supreme Council and between the Government Heads, 
either in Paris or London, in the presence of the American Ambassador. 

The Prench, English, Italian, and Japanese Governments have never had any 
intention of settling definitely the questions under discussion without the advice 
of the American Government, although naturally unable to stop the course of 
the peace negotiations, and at the same time adapting themselves to the special 
forms that the United States was obliged to give its representation. 

In:giimerable proposals concerning the Adriatic question have been suggested, 
either in the presence of President Wilson, or since his departure, by the memo- 
randum of Sept, lop" by personal telegrams from Messrs. Glemenceau and Lloyd 
George, and by qualified negotiations with Mr. Polk. 

These exchanges of views led to the drafting of a memorandum signed by- 
Messrs. Glemenceau, Polk, and Sir Eyre Gx’owe, in the name of their Governments, 
memorandum which was remitted at London, on December 9, last, to Mr, 
Scialoja, Minister of Foreign Affairs for Italy, in the presence of the American 
Blnypassador in England.^® 

the same day, it was decided that Mr. Nitti would proceed as soon as 
possible to Paris, to give the answer of the Italian Government and the projected 
Conference iriet lately and decided on the handing over of the transaction pro- 
posals to the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation, which was heard, submitted counter- 
proposals and referred the matter to its Government at Belgrade. 

The Allied Powers Ayere in fact of opinion that under the present conditions, the 
prolonged state of indecision concerning the Adriatic solution, was a most 
dangerous obstacle to the re-establishment of Peace in Europe, so imperiously 
demanded by all the people. It would seem that the semi-official disposition noted 
at Rome and Belgrade, for a direct understanding, should not be neglected, and 
offer [s] a serious chance of re-establishing, through the willingness of the concerned 
parties, confidential relations between Italy and the Kingdom of the S.G.S. The 
interchanges of views take place in a satisfactory manner, in spite of the difficulties 
inherent to the negotiation. It is understood that as soon as the two countries 
principally concerned have come to an agreement, the Government of the United 
States will be called upon, before any definite settlement takes place, to state its 
point of view, to which all the Powers attach the greatest importance. We do not 
doubt that, if the Jugo-Slavs and the Italians agree, this fact will appear to 
President Wilson, as to the Heads of the Allied Governments, of the greatest 
importance for the final decision. 

As to the general question posed by Mr. Lansing about the present procedure 
of the Peace Conference, Messrs. Lloyd George and Glemenceau have endeavoured 
to take into consideration, in all sincerity, the successive forms given by the United 
States to its representation and participation, and shall continue to maintain, 
in this point, the same confident and friendly attitude. 

But the uncertainty of American decisions concerning even fhe ratification of 
the first Treaty with Germany, and its eventual participation in the different 
solutions under discussion, should not be allowed to indefinitely delay the re- 
establishment of peace in Europe and in the World. 

^2 For these negotiations concerning the question of the^^^,ffc^c see Voi. IV of this 
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